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PREFATOKY NOTE 


AT the time of Mr C. H. Monro’s lamented death 336 pages of 
this volume were already printed off, and there existed also 
a considerable amount of manuscript, on which he had been at 
work. This had not received his final revision, but it has been 
thought best to print it substantially as it stands, rectifying only 
a few obvious slips and omissions, too unimportant to call for 
indication. The parts of this volume not due to Mr Monro are 
the passages from D. 13. 7. 8. 4 to the end of the title, and from 
D. 14. 1. 1. 18 to the end of the volume. 

I am sensible that the task cf completing Mr Monro’s volume 
ought to have fallen into better qualified hands. That my work is 
not worse ^han it is must be put down to the fact that I have had 
the advantage of Professor Reid’s advice on many diflicult passages. 
But as I have not ventimed to impose on him the burden of revising 
the whole, the responsibility for all defects rests entirely on me. 
I can only hope that what is meant as an expression of gratitude 
may not discredit the memory to which it is dedicated. 

W. W. BUGKLAND. 


24 March 1909 
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I. 

On UsuFExrcT and the Rights of the TJstrFRTJOTUAET. 

1 Paulus {on Vitdlim 3) Usufruct is the right to enjoy the 
use and produce of another man’s property mthout encroachment 
on the substance thereof. 

2 Cblstjs {Digest 18) In fact, usufruct is a right over 
a material object, and, when the object is gone, the usufruct must 
needs go too. 

3 Gaius {Daily matters or golden things 2) A usufruct can 
be created in any landed estate by way of legacy, the heir being 
ordered to convey the usufruct to the party ; and he is held to 
convey it, if he takes the legatee on to the land or suffers him to 
enjoy the use and produce thereof. Even without a testament, 
however, if anyone wishes to create a usufruct, he can effect his 
object by means of pajCts and stipulations. 1. A usufruct may 
exist^ not^nly in lands and houses, but also in slaves, beasts of 
draught, and other kinds of property, 2. but in order to prevent 
the bare ownership becoming altogether valueless, in consequence 
of the usufruct being constantly outstanding, it has come to be 
held that the usufruct may be extinguished in certain definite 
ways and revert to the bare ownership. 3. Add that in whatever 
land of way the usufinct is established or terminated, the bare 
ustes can in practice be established or terminated in the same way. 

4 PAULtrs {on the Edict 2) Usufruct is, in respect of many 
incidents, a portion of the ownership, and it is a distinguishable 
thing {exstaiy, as it can be made to take effect either at once or 
from and after a day named. 

6 Papinianhs {Questions 7) A usufruct can from the very 
first be created with respect to an undivided share in a thing or 
a several share ; it can also in both cases equally be lost by lapse 


1 For constUil read comuiit. 


2 Of. Eoby. 
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of the statutable period, and on the same priiiciple be reduced in 
pursuance of the Ux Falddia-, moreover, en the death of one 
who promised [to grant a usufruct], the burden of the obligation 
is divided according to the shares held in f his inheritance, and 
if the usufruct has to be given in a landed, estate which is owned 
in common, then, if one of the co-owners should be defendant in 
an action [brought to enforce the obligation], the conveyance 
which will have to be made will correspond with the share of the 
one so defending. 

6 Gaitjs {on the provincial Edict 7) A usufruct can be 
created iu several different ways ; for example, by way of legacy. 
On the other hand the bare ownership itself can be given by way 
of legacy, with reservation of the usufruct, so as to let such 
usufruct remain with the heir. 1. Moreover, a usufruct may be 
created on an action fcmilice ereiseundce (for dividing an in- 
heritance) or commu/ni dividundo (partitioning common property), 
the judge making an order which gives the bare ownership to one 
party and a usufruct to the .other. 2. People may acquire usu- 
fructs not only directly, but also through any persons whom they 
have under their potestas. Moreover, there is nothing to prevent 
my slave being appointed heir apd thereupon the bare ownership 
being left by way of legacy with the reservation of the usufruct. 

7 Ulpiaktjs {on Sabinm 17) When a usufinct is left by way 
of legacy, the whole produce of the property goes iSi the usu- 
fructuary. A usufruct may be bequeathed either in landed property 
or in something movable. 1. W^here a usufruct is left in landed 
property, say a house, all returns from the property go to the usu- 
fructuary, as well as anything there may be coming from buildings, 
courtyards and whatever else is appurtenant to the house. Accord- 
ingly, the law is that the usufructuary can have an order authorizing 
him to take possession of an adjoining house on the ground of 
dcmnwm, infeetwn (anticipated damage), and that he will hold 
possession of the same as owner, if the other party persist in with- 
holding security, and this without losing anything when the usu^ct 
expires. On the same principle, so Labeo says, the oymer of the 
property is not at liberty even to raise the height of the building 
without your [the usufructuary’s] consent, just as, where the 
bequest is of the usufruct of a vacant space, a building cannot 
bfe,erected on the spot ; and this opinion I should say is corrwit; 
2. Seeing then that the whole produce of the thing goes to the 
usufructuary, he can, in feet, so we read in Celsus {Dig. 18), be 
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compelled, by application to the judge, to repair the house ; so far 
only, however, as to'^eep it wind- and water-tight ; but if any part 
should have collapsed from age, neither party is bound to repair 
it, though, if the heir does repair it, he must allow the usufructuary 
to use it. Hereupon Celsus raises the question as to how far the 
usufructuary must keep it wind- and water-tight, assmning that he 
is not compellable to repair what has coUapsed from age ; and, in 
fact, [as he tells us,] he is chargeable with [only] a moderate 
amount of repair, seeing that, if he is legatee of the usufruct, he 
undertakes other burdens as well, such as sti'p&nM'um and trihutum 
(property taxes), or a personal allowance^, or an alimentary pro- 
vision charged by testament on the pi’operty. This we read in 
Marcellus (b. 13.) 3. Cassius too says (Jms civile 8) that, by appli- 
cation to the judge, a usufructuary may be compelled to repair, 
just as he is compelled to plant trees ; and all this, so Aristo 
observes, is sound. What Neiutius says {Parch/ments 4) is that 
the usufructuary cannot be prevented from repairing, just as he 
cannot be prevented from ploughing or cultivatiilg ; and not only 
may he execute necessary repairs, but he may make improvements 
of a luxurious description, such as plastering, ornamental flooring 
and the like ; still he is not at liberty to enlarge the buildings or 
to remove anything that is of use, 

8 The same {on the Edict 40) even where he intends to put 

somethin^better in the place ; and this view is correct. 

9 The same {on Sabinus 17) Again, if there is a legacy of 

the usufruct of land, then, whatever spiings on the land and 
whatever can be gathered on it is produce (fmctus) and belongs to 
the legatee, provided always that he takes it in accordance with 
[what would be] the judgment of a Mr arbitrator ; in fact, Celsus 
himself declares {Dig. 18) that he may be compelled to cultivate 
properly. 1. And, if there are bees on the land, he has a right to 
the usufruct in these as well. 2. If the land contains stone 
quarries, and he desires to hew stone, or it has chalk-pits or sand- 
pits, according to Sabinus, he has a right to work all these as a 
careful proprietor would work them, and with this opinion I agree. 
3. Even if these quarries were (discovered subsequently to the 
bequest of the usufruct, what was bequeathed being the usufiruct 
of the whole field, and not of portions of it, they still are included 
in the legacy. 4. Closely connected with the above is a point often 


^ Solarium : perhaps read solarium, ground-rent M. 
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discussed as to cases of accession: and the rule adopted is that the 
rights of the usufructuary extend to alluvial, ground. If however 
an island makes its appearance in a river over against some estate, 
Pegasus has it that no usufruct therein belongs to the usufructuary 
of the riparian land, though it is an accession to the bare owner- 
ship; it is, he says, so to speak, a special estate, the usufruct in 
which does not belong to you. There is something to be said for 
this view : where the increase is imperceptible, the usufruct itself 
is enlarged, but where the part added by accretion is plainly 
discernible by itself, it does not accrue so as to benefit the 
usufructuaiy. 6. Again, Cassius tells us {Jm civile 8) that profits 
derived from fowling and hunting go to the usufructuary, con- 
sequently those from fishing do so too. 6. The produce of a nursery 
bed, I should say, will go to the usufructuary, with liberty to him, 
that is, both to sell and to plant, but he is bound, with a view to 
the re-stocking of the land, to have the nursery bed ready and 
always renew it, as a sort of working plant for the land, so that it 
can be handed ’over to the owner when the usufruct expires. 
7. Of [actual] working plant he has a right to the produce, but he 
is not at liberty to sell it; the fact is that if there is a bequest of 
a usufruct in land, and there is some field from which the owner 
was in the habit of getting stakes or osiers or reeds for purposes 
connected with the land a usufimct in which was bequeathed, I 
should say that the usufinictuary can make use of the field ; subject 
to this, that he must not sell anything out of it, unless^ of course, 
it so happen that a usufruct was left him in the actual willow bed 
or the wood containing the stakes or in the bed of reeds ; if that 
should be the case, he can sell: Trebatius himself says that the 
usufractuary can cut coppice and beds of reed to the extent to 
which it was generally done by the proprietor, and can sell, even 
where such proprietor himself was not in the habit of selling [what 
he cut] but of using it: the position of the usufhictuary must be 
regarded with reference to the quantity that is taken, not to the 
nature of the use made of it. 

10 PoMPONitrs {on Sabinus 6) From coppice the usufiractuary 
may take props and boughs from trees; from wood which is not 
coppice he can take what he wants for his vineyard, provided he 
does not impoverish the estate. 

11 PAXJiiTJS {ffie Digest of Alfemis epitomised 2) But where the 
trees are of great size he is not allowed to fell them. 



TIT. i] Rights of the Usufructuary 7 

UliPiANtTS {on- Sabinm 17) Where trees are prilled up or 
thrown down by th'e force of the wind, the usufructuary, according 
to Labeo, can carry them away simply for his own use and for [the 
needs of] his house, but he must not use the timber for fiiel, if he 
has some other sour^ce of supply for that purpose ; and this I hold 
to be correct ; otherwise it would follow that, if the whole estate 
should be visited by the above mishap, the usufructuary could 
carry off every single tree. Labeo holds however that he can cut 
down timber so far as is required for the repair of the house, in 
the same way, he adds, as he can bum lime or dig gravel or take 
anything whatever which is needed for buildings. 1. Where the 
legacy is of the usufruct of a ship, I should say that the ship may 
be sent on a voyage, even though there should be some danger of 
shipwreck, as the very object of having a ship is to send her to sea. 
2. The usufinctuaiy can either take the produce of the thing 
himself or assign the right to take it to someone else, or he can 
lease such right or sell it; a man who leases uses and so does a 
man who sells. Indeed, if he grants it to someone on preeariwm, 
(at wiU), or gives it away, I should say that he uses it, and con- 
sequently retains the usufruct; this is stated in fact by Cassius and 
Pegasus, and it is approved of by Pomponius (Extracts from 
Sabinus 5). We may add that J. do not retain the usufruct merely 
where I let it myself ; even where someone lets it as a voluntary 
agent on my behalf, I stiH, according to Julianus (b. 35), retain it. 
Suppose,® however, instead of my letting it, that such voluntary 
agent, in my absence and without my knowledge, enjoys the use 
and produce himself : I still retain the usufruct, in virtue of the 
fact that I have acquired an action on negotia gesta, and this is 
supported by Pomponius (b. 6). 3. On one point Pomponius is 
doubtful. Suppose a runaway slave in whom I have a usufruct 
stipulates for something on the ground of my property (ea? re mea), 
or takes delivery of something: do I retain the usufruct [in the 
man] by this fact, on the principle that I am thereby using him ? 
On the whole he accepts the view that I do. Very often, he says, 
a man may not be making use of slaves on the spot, but yet he 
retains a usufruct in them ; for instance, where a slave is sick, or 
he is a child, and so cannot discharge any service, or where he is 
a man in extreme old age; there is no doubt that if you plough 
a field, and the field is so barren that it bears no crops, still you 
retain the usufruct. Julianus however {Dig. 36) says that, even 
without the runaway slave making any stipulation at aH, the 
usufruct may stiH be retained ; the owner, he says, retains possession 
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even when the slave has taken to flight, and exactly on the same 
principle a usufruct may be retained too. ^ He also discusses 
the following point : suppose someone [under these circumstances,] 
acquires possession of the slave, must we h(^d that, just as the 
slave ceases to be possessed by the bare owner, so too the usufruct 
is lost ? To this he says, flurst of all, that it may be maintained that 
the usufruct is lost, but even granting this to be the case, it must 
still be held that whatever the slave may have stipulated for on 
the ground of the property of the usufinictuary within the legal 
period goes^ to the usufructuary. From this, he says, we may 
infer that, even if the slave is in the possession of someone else, 
still the usufruct is not lost, provided always the man actually 
stipulates for something on my behalf, and it makes very little 
difference whether he has got into the possession of the heir, or of 
someone to whom the inheritance was sold, or of someone who 
acquired the bare property by a legacy, or of a mere depredator ; 
all that is required to enable the usufruct to be retained being a 
disposition of mifid amounting to a desire to retain it, and some 
act or other done by the slave an behalf of the usufructuary. This 
opinion is not unsound. 6. Julianus {Dig. 35) discusses the 
following question. Suppose a thief plucks or cuts off ripe fruit 
on the tree; who can sue him in,a wndictio (personal action to 
recover it) ? is it the owner of the land or the usufructuary ? As to 
this, he holds that as fruit does not become the property of the 
usufructuary unless he gathers it, even though someone else 
should sever it from the ground, it rather follows that it is the bare 
owner who has a right to bring the eondictio, but the usufructuary 
has the right of action for theft, because he had an interest in the 
fruit being left where it was. On the other hand, Marcellus is 
struck with the consideration that, if the usufructuary afterwards 
gets hold of the fhiit in question, it will perhaps become his 
property ; and, if it does, what other account can you give of the 
matter than the following: that the property in such fruit first 
passes to the owner, and then, when the usufhictuary gets hold of 
it, it becomes his ? The case would resemble that of a thing which 
is bequeathed on a condition, which is, for a time, the property of 
the heir, but, as soon as the condition is fulfilled, passes to the legatee. 
In fact, the truth is that the right of condieUo belongs to the bare 
proprietor; but, when the ownership is in suspense, (to use 
Julianus’s own language as applied to the case of young which are 
allowed to grow up and to a thing delivery of which has been 

1 del potest. M. 
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taken by a slave in whom there is a usufruct, where he has not yet 
paid the price, but, Jiowever, has given security to the vendor,) it is 
correct to say that the right to bring a eondictio is in suspense, 
f and that still mor§ the ownership is in suspensef 

3 The same (cm Sdblnus 18) If there is a legacy of the usu- 
fruct in anything, the bare owner can claim security in respect of 
the thing, this to be ordered on motion made to the judge {officio 
judicis) ; for, just as the usufinictuary has a right to use and 
produce, so the bare owner has a right to be assured in respect of 
his ownership. This applies to every usufruct, as Julianus agrees 
{Dig. 38). On a legacy of a usufruct, the usufructuaiy ought not to 
be allowed to bring an action for it until he gives security that he 
will use and take the produce in such wise as to satisfy a reasonable 
arbitrator ; and if there are several [heirs] at whose charge the 
usufruct is left, security should be given to every one separately. 
1. Accordingly, when an action is brought in the matter of a 
usufruct, the judgment does not turn simply on what has been done 
already, but involves also directions as to the exercise of the right 
of usufruct for the future. 2. For cases of damage already done 
tlie usufructuary is answerable under the lex AquUia as well, and 
he is liable to an Interdict qttod^ vi et da/rn, so Julianus says ; there 
being no doubt at all that a usufructuary is amenable to the 
proceedings mentioned and also to actions for theft, just like any 
other person who should have been guilty of any such offences in 
respect of another man’s property. Moreover, to the question 
what is the use of the praetor holing out a special action when 
there was already a good right of action under the lex AquUia, 
[Julianus] replied that whereas there were cases in which the 
action under the lex AquUia was not available, for that reason a 
judge was assigned, so that the party might go by his decision ; a 
man, for instance, who does not plough up the arable land, who 
does not plant fresh vines, or who allows watercourses to fall out of 
repair is not liable imder the lex AquUia. Similar rules apply to a 
man who has the usm simply. 3. If a dispute should arise between 
two usufructuaries, Julianus lays down {Dig. 38) that the fairest 
plan is that they should be allowed actions analogous to the comtmmi 
dimdundo, or else that they should give mutual undertakings by 
stipulation as to the way in which they will exercise their respective 
usufructs; why, asks Julianus, should the prmtor allow them to 
proceed to the extremity of an armed conflict, when he is able to 


^ Meaniug obscure and text doubtful Some would omit the last clause. 0£ M. 
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bring them to terms by the exercise of his judicial authority? 
This opinion is upheld by Celsus himself {Dig. 2d), and I agree that 
it is sound. 4. A usufructuary has no right to make the owner’s 
position worse, but he is at liberty to make it better. [In the first 
place,] it may be that what was bequeathed was a usufruct in land, 
and then the usufructuary is not allowed to cut down fruit-trees or 
to destroy the mansion or to do anything that will injure the bare 
property. If the estate happened to be one that was used for 
purposes of luxury, and contained pleasure-gi’ounds, alleys, or 
shady and agreeable walks under trees other than fruit-trees, he 
has no right to fell such trees in order to make, say, kitchen-gardens 
or anything else calculated to bring in profit. 5. Hereupon the 
question has been asked whether the usufructuary himself may 
open quarries or chalk-pits or grarei-pits ; and I should say that he 
may go as far as this, provided it will not entail his taking with a 
view thereto some part of the arable land itself which is required 
[for other purposes]. Accordingly he can search for beds suitable 
either for quarrying or for mining operations similar thereto, so 
that he can either work such mines of gold, silver, sulphur, copper, 
iron, and other minerals as were opened by the owner, or he may 
open them himself, if this does not obstruct agricultural operations ; 
and should it chance that there is piore to be got by such workings 
than by the vineyards, plantations or olive groves which are there 
already, perhaps he will be allowed to cut these down, seeing that 
he is at liberty to improve the position of the bare ojvner. 6. 
Where however the works set on foot by the usufructuary poison 
the atmosphere of the fiirm {agri] or are likely to require large 
numbers of workmen, pickers, etc., so that the whole thing is more 
than the bare owner of the estate can put up with, the usufructuary 
cannot be held to be exercising his right in accordance with the 
view that would be held by an impartial arbitrator. We learn 
further that he cannot erect a building on the land, except such a 
one as is necessary in connexion with the gathering of produce. 7. 
[Secondly] the thing in which a usufinct was left may be a house, 
and then, as hTerva the son says, the usufructuary may even put in 
windows, and he can also add wall-paint, pictures, marble slabs, 
statuettes, or anything else that serves for ornament to a dwelling- 
house. But he will not be allowed to alter the shape of rooms, or 
throw them together, or divide them, or reverse the front or back 
doors, or throw open retired places, or alter the hall, or malra a 
different arrangement of the pleasure-grounds ; in short, what he 
can do is to improve what he finds without altering the character of 



11 


TIT. i] Rights of the Xj8ufrud>iiary 

the house. Moreover, according to Nerva, a legatee of the usufruct 
of a house is not kt liberty to raise the height of the building, even 
if this should obstruct no lights, because the roof would be more 
exposed to disturbance ; and Labeo lays down the same rule as to 
the bare owner. Jferva adds that the usufructuary cannot block 
up windows. 8. Where, again, the usufruct is of a dwelling-house, 
the usufructuary cannot let out lodgings in it, or break the house 
up into separate apartments ; no doubt, he may let, but he must let 
the whole as one dwelling-house. Add that he must not set up a 
public bath there. With regard to the statement that he must not 
let out lodgings, this must be understood to mean what are 
commonly called deversoria (travellers’ quarters), or fullmdca 
(fullers’ workshops). For my own part, I should say that, even 
where there is a bath in the house which is commonly available for 
the use of the owner’s household and is placed in some retired part 
of the house or among agreeable apartments, he would not be 
acting rightly nor in accordance with what would be held by a 
reasonable arbitrator, if he were to proceed to fet it out for public 
use, any more than if he were to let the house as a place to stall 
horses, or, where the house had a building available for a stable 
and coach-house, he were to let it as a bakeiy, 

14 Paulus {on Scdnnus 3) even though he would make much 
less profit by the practice. 

16 ULpfAUTTS {on Sabinus 18) If however he should afilx any 
structure to the house he cannot afterwards take it down or detach 
it ; no doubt anything once detached he can claim at law as owner. 
1. Further, where the usufruct^ bequeathed is of slaves, he must not 
put them to a wrong use, he must deal with them in accordance 
with the characters of the respective slaves. If he sends a copying 
clerk into the country and makes him carry a hod of lime, turns an 
actor into a bath attendant or a concert singer into a hall porter, or 
takes a man from the wrestling ground and sets him to superintend 
the emptying^ of privies, he wiU be held to be making a wrong use of 
the property of the bare owner. 2. He is bound further to furnish 
the slaves with food and clothing corresponding to their respective 
ranks and characters. 3. In fact, Labeo lays down the general rule 
that, in the case of movables of every kind, the usufructuary must 
keep within certain limits, so as not to spoil them by special roughness 


* For usm/ructw read icm/ruetu, cf. M. 

* For ttercorcmdiB read deatercorandis, cf. M. 
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or hard usage ; indeed otherwise he can even be sued under the lex 
A quilia. 4. And, if the usufruct bequeathed is in^articles of clothing, 
the bequest not being in terms implying the usufruct of a quantity 
[but of specific things], the proper rule is that the usufmctuary 
must so use the things as not to use them up ; still he must not let 
them out, as a respectable man would not make that use of them. 
5. Accordingly, if the usufmct bequeathed were of theatrical 
apparel or curtains or equipment of some other kind, he must not 
use anything anywhere but on the stage. Whether he may go so 
far as to let [such things] out is a point to consider, but I should say 
that he may, and even where the testator's own practice was to lend 
them and not to let them for hire, still I think the fructuary may 
let both theatrical and funeral attire. 6. The owner of the bare 
property has no right to interfere with the fructuary so long as the 
latter uses the thing in such a way as not to put him [the owner] 
in a worse position. In the case of some things, there is a doubt 
whether the proprietor would be acting within his rights if he 
forbad the other tcf use them, such as tuns, in the case, for instance, 
of a usufruct of land, and some bold that the use may be forbidden, 
even where the tuns are let into the ground, and they hold the same 
of vats, barrels, jars, and pitchers, also of window-panes, where the 
usufruct bequeathed is of a house.r I should say however, unless 
there were an intention to the contrary, that the whole equipment 
of the land or the house is included. 7. The bare proprietor cannot 
subject the land to a servitude, nor is he at liberty to let a servitude 
be lost ; no doubt, so Julianus tells us, he can acquire a servitude, 
even against the will of the fructuary. On the same principle, the 
fructuary cannot acquire a servitude for the land, but he can keep 
one up ; and we may add that if any servitude should be lost by the 
fructuary's non-user, he will be liable on that account. The owner 
of the property cannot subject the land to a servitude even with the 
fructuary's consent, 

L6 Paulus Sobinus 3) unless it be one by which the 
fructuary’s position would be none the worse ; for example, where 
the owner gi*ants a servitude to a neighbour to the effect that he 
himself shall not have tlie right to raise his house. 

L7 Ulpiaktts {on Sabinm 18) He may make the spot religious 
with the usufructuary's consent ; this is held in deference to religion. 
Indeed in some cases the proprietor can make the ground religious 
even without such consent ; suppose, for instance, he buries the 
body of the testator in it, there being no other equally convenient 
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place for the interment. 1. It being assumed that the proprietor 
is not to put the fructuary in a worse position, the question is often 
asked whether the owner of a slave [in whom someone has a 
usufruct] can puni^ him. According to a note to Cassius by Aristo, 
he has an imrestricted right of punishment, provided he acts 
without malice [towards the usufructuary], although the usu- 
fructuary is not allowed to spoil the slave’s capacity by calling upon 
him for unsuited or unaccustomed services, or to disfigure him 
with scars. 2. The owner however may very well sui’render the 
slave for twxa, if he does it without malicious intent, as surrender 
for nooea does not by law put an end to usufruct any moi’e than 
does acquisition of the ownership by use, where this takes place 
after the usufruct has been created. It is true that no action can 
be allowed for recovery of the usufruct, unless the amount at which 
the value of the matter in question in the noxal action is assessed 
is offered by the fructuaiy to the surrenderee. 3. Should anyone 
kill the slave, I never had any doubt that the fructuary may have 
an vMlis cbctio, framed on the lines of the lex A^uilia. 

18 Patjlxjs (o» 8abinus 3) Wfiere the usufruct bequeathed is of 
a field, fresh trees must be planted in the place of any that have 
died off, and the old ones will belong to the usufructuary. 

19 POMPOHITTS {on Saiinus 5) Proculus holds that [the usufruct 
in]^ a block of chambers can be bequeathed in such terms as to 
subject «it to a servitude to exist in favour of some other block 
forming part of the inheritance, in some such words as these : — “If 
such a one promises my heir that nothing shall be done on his part 
so as to raise the height of such and such buildings, then I give 
and bequeath to him the usufruct of the said buildings ” : or as 
follows : — “ I give and bequeath to such a one the usufruct of such 
a house so long as it shall not be built higher than as it now 
stands.” 1. If, where trees are blown down by the wind, the pro- 
prietor does not take them away, the result being that a usufruct 
in the estate or a footway over it is enjoyed less commodiously, the 
usufructuary can sue him by the appropriate action. 

20 ULPiAiirTJS (on Sabimts 18) If a man makes a legacy 
as follows : “ I give and bequeath the yearly produce of the 
OorneUan estate to Gains Msevius,” these words ought to be 
understood to amount to the same thing as a legacy of the 
usufruct in the estate. 


^ aM. 
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The same {mi Sctbinm 17) If the usufrijct bequeathed is 
of a slave, then whatever the slave acquires bf his own services 
or through the property of the fructuary belongs to the latter, 
whether the slave stipulates or takes delivery qf possession. But, 
if the slave is appointed heir to some one or receives a legacy, 
Labeo makes a distinction turning on the question for whose sake 
it is that he is appointed heir or gets the legacy. 

The same {on Sdbimis 18 ) Again, the question arises what 
ought to be done where a gift is made to a slave in whom some- 
one has a usufinict. In any such case, if something was left or 
given to the slave with a view to the benefit of the fructuary, 
the slave acquires for the latter ; if it was for the benefit of the 
bare proprietor, he acquires for such proprietor ; if it was for 
the sake of the slave himself, he acquires for his owner, and 
the law does not consider the question how the donor or testator 
got his knowledge of the slave or to whom he is indebted for it. 
Moreover, if a slaite in whom there is a usufruct has something 
given him by way of fulfilling ^ condition, and it is ascertained 
that the condition was inserted with a view to the benefit of the 
fructuary, the correct view is that what is given goes to the latter ; 
it may be remembered that the rule is the same in the case of a 
donatio mortis causa. 

The same {on Sahinus 17) But just as the slave 1^ stipu- 
lating acquires for the benefit of the fimctuary, so too, according 
to Julianus {Dig. 30), he can by informal agreement acquire an 
cxceptio for the finictuary. He says further that by taking a 
formal release he can procure a discharge for the fructuary. 1. And 
as we have already said that what is acquired by the slave’s 
services goes to the fructuary, it should be understood that the 
slave may be compelled to work ; in fact, according to a written 
opinion of Sabinus and a dictum of Cassius {Jus civile 8), the 
fructuary has a right to inflict moderate corporal punishment ; 
only he must not put the slave to the torture nor scourge him 
severely. 

PaioXiHS {on Sabinus 10) If a man, intending to make a 
gift to one who has the usufruct of a slave, makes a formal 
promise on the stipulation of the slave himself, he will contract 
an obligation towards the usufructuary; as it is a matter of 
ordinary usage that a slave in the position in question should 
be able to make a stipulation for the usufructuary. 
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Ulpianus {mi Sabinus 18) Moreover if a man stipulates 
for something for Ijimself or Stichus, a slave held in usufruct 
[by someone else], intending thereby a gift to the usufructuary, 
the proper view to take is that if the money is paid to the slave, 
it will belong to the usufructuary. 1. Sometimes however the 
question for whom it is that a slave so held in usufruct acquires 
is in suspense ; suppose, for instance, he [the slave] purchases a 
slave and takes delivery, without, so far, paying the purchase 
money, but only giving security to the vendor that it shall be 
paid, and, in the meantime, the question is asked who owns the 
slave [so purchased]. To this Juliauus says {Dig. 35) that the 
ownership is in suspense, and the payment of the purchase money 
will determine who is owner ; and that, if payment is made out of 
the monies of the fructuary, the slave had been his by relation 
back : and in fact the same holds where, to take another case, a 
slave [held in usufruct] makes a stipulation for the repayment of 
money which he is going to advance ; here the advance itself will 
determine the question who gets the benefit of the stipulation. 
It is evident then from this that- the ownership is in suspense 
untU the price is paid. What however is to be said in a case 
where the price is only paid after the usufruct has come to an 
end? Julianus says {Dig. 35) that the essential question still is 
where the payment came from ; but Marcellus and Mauricianus 
hold that, as soon as the usufruct is gone, the ownership [in the 
slave purehased] will appertain to the person who has the property 
[in the slave who made the purchase] j however the view of 
Julianus is the more indulgent. Should the price be paid 
out of the monies of both [proprietor and usufructuary], then, 
according to Julianus, the ownership will appertain to both, 
rateably, that is, according to the respective sums which they paid. 
Supposing, however, the slave pays out of the monies of both on 
one and the same occasion, for instance, he had to pay ten 
thousand as the price, and he paid ten [thousand] out of the 
monies of each, for which of the two does the slave really make 
the acquisition ? [The answer is that,] if he pays by counting out 
the money, the question is who was owner of the coins paid first ; 
as for those paid afterwards, he [, the other owner,] can sue to 
recover them as owner, or, if the money is already paid away by 
the recipient, it is a case for a condicUo [to recover the amount] ; 
but if the slave pays the whole sum [of twenty thousand] in a bag, 
he does not pass the property in anything to the recipient, and 
consequently he is not held so far to acquire for anyone the property 
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in the thing bought ; as, where the slave pays more than the price, 
he does not pass the property in the money. 2.' If the same slave 
lets out his own services and stipulates for a definite sum to be 
paid eveiy year, this stipulation, so fer as it relates to the years 
for which the usufruct lasts, will entitle the usufructuary, but, so 
far as it relates to the ensuing years, although at the outset it 
entitled the usufructuary, it passes to the bare owner, true as it is 
that, as a rule, when title under a stipulation is once acquired to 
any particular person, it does not pass to anyone else, unless it be 
to his heir or to someone by whom he is arrogated. On a similar 
principle, in a case in which the usufruct [in a slave] is bequeathed 
for every one of a number of years in succession, and the slave 
hires out his services with a stipulation such as above mentioned, 
with every loss of the usufiract by capitis diminutio and subse- 
quent reacquisition of the same, the benefit of the stipulation will 
shift, and, after going to the heir, it will come back to the 
usufmctuary. 3. It is a matter of question whether gain which 
is not allowed to^o to the usufructuary must needs go to the bare 
proprietor. As to this, Juliamns lays down {Dig. 35) that gain 
which will not go to the fructuary does in fact go to the bare 
proprietor. Lastly, he says that where a slave stipulates on the 
strength of the ft^ctuary’s property for the bare owner expressly 
or by his order, he acquires for such owner ; but, on the other 
hand, if he stipulates for the fructuary, not on the strength of the 
fructuary’s property nor yet in consideration of his owiv services, 
the stipulation is inoperative. 4. If a slave- who is held by way of 
usufruct stipulates for a conveyance of the usufruct in himself, 
either without naming any particular person or on behalf of his 
bare proprietor expressly, he acquires for such proprietor, the case 
being like that of a slave owned by two persons in common, in 
which, if the slave stipulates on behalf of one of his owners for 
something which already belongs to such owner, the stipulation is 
void, because, when a man stipulates for his own property, it is a 
void act, but, if the slave stipulates on behalf of the other owner 
[for the same thing], he acquires the whole [for him]. 6. The 
same writer, Julianus, in the same book, has the following : if the 
usufructuary lets out the slave’s services to the slave himself, this 
is null and void ; as a matter of fact, he says, if a slave in whom I 
have a usufruct makes a stipulation with me founded on my 
property, this has no effect, any more than, if another man’s slave 
who should be serving me in good faith did the same thing, he 
would acquire title for his owner. Similarly, he adds, even if the 
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slave hires my property from me, the usufructuary, this will not 
bind me. In short, the general rule he lays down is this : where a 
slave [in whom I have a usufruct], by making a stipulation with 
another, would acquire for me, any stipulation which he makes 
with me for the same thing is inoperative ; unless indeed, Julianus 
adds, he stipulates with me or hires from me expressly on his 
owner’s behalf. 6. If you put the case of two fructuaries [of the 
same slave], and the slave makes a stipulation for something on 
the strength of the property of one of them, the question arises 
whether that one becomes entitled to the whole, or only to a share 
such as he has in the usufruct. It may be remembered indeed 
that the very same question is discussed in Sceevola (Questions 2) 
with reference to the case of two bona fide possessors ; what that 
author says is that it is commonly held and in fact stands to 
reason that, if the slave’s stipulation is founded on the property of 
one of the two, then part is acquired for that one exclusively [of 
the other], and part for the owner ; but, if the stipulation is made 
[on behalf of either] expressly, it does not admit of doubt, the 
name of the party being mentioned^, that he acquires the whole. 
A similar result follows, he says, where the slave stipulates by the 
order of one of the two ; as an order is taken to be equivalent 
to express mention. The same* rule must be applied in the 
case of fructuaries too, so that, in any case in which what 
goes to the fructuary is less than the whole, it [that is, the 
rest,] will ^ to the bare proprietor ; we have already shown that 
he [such proprietor] can acquire by a title founded on the property 
of the fructuary. 7. With regard to the statement made above 
that the fructuary can acquire [through the slave] by a title 
founded on his own property or on the slave’s services, a point 
to consider is whether this applies only where the usufruct is 
created by way of legacy, or it holds equally where the title is 
founded on delivery or stipulation or any other ground. But the 
correct view is that of Pegasus, which in fact is followed by 
Julianus (b. 16), that the fructuary acquires in every case, 

PAXTLtrs {on Sahinus 3) If a slave held in usufruct lets out 
his services, and, before the expiration of the period of service 
agreed on, the usufruct comes to an end, the period runs on for the 
benefit of the bare proprietor. Moreover, where the slave at the 
outset stipulates for a fixed sum as the consideration for a fixed 
amount of service, if he [the usufructuary] suffers ca^pitis diminution 
a similar result follows. 
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27 Ulpiantjs ipn Sabinus 18) If the tesfa^tor left fruit on the 
tree already ripe, the fructuary will get them/iif he found them still 
on the tree when the legacy vested ; in fact even standing crops go 
to the fructuary. 1. Where the owner was ^n the habit of using 
shops for the sale of his wares or the transaction of business, then 
no doubt the fructuary will be at liberty to let them for the sale of 
wares, even though these should be of a different kind ; all that 
has to be attended to is that the usufructuary do not destroy the 
character of the property nor make use of his usufruct in a manner 
which amounts to an insult or affects the pi’oprietor’s good name. 
2. Where the usufruct bequeathed is that of a slave whom the 
testator used to employ, so to speak, for indeterminate services, if 
the usufructuary gives him some kind of schooling or teaches him 
an accomplishment, he can make use of the accomplishment or skill 
so acquired. 3. If anything is owing by way of a charge for drains 
or has to be paid for the channel of an aqueduct which crosses 
the land, this burden will fall on the fructuary ; and if there 
is anything dueby way of a contribution for keeping up the high- 
way, I should say that the fructuary will have to bear this too ; 
and, on the same principle, where anything has to be contributed 
out of the produce on the occasion of troops passing, or, again, has 
to be paid to the municipal asuthorities, aU these dues will be 
chargeable to the fructuary ; as a matter of fact, possessors of land 
are in the practice of assigning to the municipal authorities a fixed 
portion of their produce at a reduced valuation, as also of discharg- 
ing taxation^ due to the Treasury. 4. If the land has been subjected 
to any kind of servitude, the fructuary will be bound to allow it, 
and consequently, if there is an obligation to create a servitude 
existing in pursuance of a stipulation, I should say the rule is the 
same. 5. We may add this question : if a slave has been sold, but 
the purchaser is debarred under a penalty from putting him to 
certain specified uses, and then there is a bequest of a usufruct in 
the slave, is the usufiructuary bound to attend to the same restric- 
tions ? My opinion is that he is so bound ; otherwise he is not 
enjoying the usufruct in accordance with what would be held by 
an impartial arbitrator. 

28 PoMPONius (on SoMnus 5) A bequest can be made of the 
usufruct in old gold and silver coins which are habitually used as 
ornaments. 


^ ¥ot fusiones readfunctimes. Of. Roby, 185. 
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29 Ulpiautts {on ScMnm 18) We are told by Celsus {Dig. 32) 
and Julianus {Dig. 6J) that a man may make a bequest of a usu- 
fruct in the whole of his property, as long as this does not exceed 
in value three-fourths of the inheritance ; and this is the better 
opinion. 

30 Patjlus {on 8abinus 3) Where a man who has two houses 

bequeaths the usufruct in one of them, then, according to Mar- 
cellus, the heir is at liberty to raise the height of the other so as to 
interfere with the lights of the first, because, even where a house is 
darkened, it is still possible to live in it. The rule must be taken 
subject to this qualification that the house must not be darkened 
completely, there must be some moderate access of light retained 
such as will suffice for the needs of the occupiers. 

31 The same {o^i Sahinus 10) The expression “ founded on the 
property of the fi-uctuary ” {ex re frmtuarii) is held to apply to 
any gift or allowance which the fructuary may have made to the 
slave, or any profit that the latter may make ifi the course of 
managing the fructuary’s affairs. • 

32 PoMPomtJS {on SoMnm 33) Where a man makes delivery 
of a single house, which is the only one he has, or of a piece of 
land, he may reserve a servitude wibiich is personal and not prsedial, 
for example, %isvs or usufruct. However, if he reserves a right of 
pasturage or a right to live on the land, this too is a valid reserva- 
tion, as th^e are many cases of forest tracts in which the profits 
are iaken by pasturing cattle on them ; and where what is reserved 
is a right to live on the land, whether such reservation is for a 
definite time or for the life of the party who makes it, this is held 
to amount to reserving the usus. 

33 Papiniantts {Questiom 17) If the usufruct is bequeathed to 
Titius and the bare property to Msevius, and Titius dies in the life- 
time of the testator, nothing is left in the hands of the party named 
heir ; indeed, this is laid down by Neratius himself. 1. It is agreed 
that in certain cases the usufruct in a thing does not receive the 
same treatment in law as the property thus where proceedings are 
taken to recover a portion of an estate or a portion of a usufruct, 

I read proprietatis tor partis, the latter word standing alone in the MS : M. 
would read both words, and so did the Basilica. C£ D. 44. 2. 14. 1. Assnming-this 
last view to he correct, I should be inclined to read, or at least to understand, partis 
after ummfructvm, and the meaning would be “the usufruct in a part does not 
receive ihe same treatment as the property in a part.” 


2—2 
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and thereupon, the suit being lost, an action is, brought to recover 
a further portion which is derived from accrual, then, according to 
Julianus, in the action for the property, the exeeptio of “judgment 
pronounced ” is a good defence, but in that foy the usufruct, it is not 
a good defence, because the additional portion of the land itself 
— say an alluvial strip — would accrue to the first portion, but the 
[additional portion of] usufiruct would accrue to the person. 

34 JxTLiANTJS {Digest 35) Whenever a usufruct is bequeathed 
to two persons in terms importing that they are to enjoy the 
same in alternate years, then, if the bequest is made in the 
words “ to Tltius and Msevius,” it may fairly be said that it is given 
for the first year to Titius and then to Msevius ; but, if there are 
two legatees of the same name, and the words are as follows : — 
“I give the usufhict to the two Titii for alternate years,” then, 
unless they come to an understanding as to which of them is to 
have it first, j^hey will be in one another’s way. If, however, 
Titius [in the case first mentioned,] should, in the course of one of 
his years of usufruct, acquiife the ownership, then, for the time, 
he will not have what was bequeathed him (viz. the usufruct), 
though Mmvius will have a right of usufhict every other year, and 
thereupon, if Titius should dispose of the ownership, he will have 
his usufruct, because, supposing the case were that a usufiruct was 
bequeathed me on a suspensive condition, and, before the event 
happened, I acquired the ownership from the heir, but while the 
event was still pending, I disposed of such ownership to someone 
else, I should be allowed to enjoy the legacy. 1. If you bequeath 
the usufruct of a farm to your tenant [therein], he can bring an 
action to recover such usufruct, and he can sue your heir on the 
contract of lease, by doing which he will secure that he shall not 
have to pay any rent and that he will get back the cost he has 
incurred in the cultivation. 2. The question whether the testator 
bequeaths the usufract of his entire property or of separate specific 
objects has, I should say, a practical bearing in the following 
way : — ^if a house is burnt down, the usufruct of the house, where 
specifically bequeathed, cannot be sued for ; but where the bequest 
was of a usufruct in the whole property, there can be an action for a 
usufruct in the bare site : a man who bequeaths the usufruct of his 
property generally is held to bequeath the usufiruct, not only of the 
things which are there in specific form, but in fact of his whole 
substance, and part of the substance of his property is the site in 
question. 
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The same {on.Ursems Fet-ox 1) If a usufruct has been 
bequeathed, but the* person named heir delays making entry in 
order to defer the acquisition of the legacy, in the opinion of Sabinus 
this will have to be made good. 1. A bequest was made to me of 
the usufruct in a slave, it being added that on the termination of 
my usufruct he was to be free : after this I accepted from the heir 
an estimated equivalent of the usufruct in money : the slave, accord- 
ing to an opinion given by Sabinus, will not on that account be 
thereupon free, because when I have got something as an equivalent 
for the slave, I may be said to be enjoying the usufruct in him, and 
the contingent event on which he becomes fi’ee remains the same 
as before, so that he will acquire his freedom on the occurrence of 
my death or capitis diminutio. 

Afeioanus {Q^^estions 5) A man first bequeathed the 
usufruct of a vacant plot of ground and then built a block of 
chambei’s thereon, after which the building collapsed or was burnt 
down in the testator’s lifetime ; the opinion given was that the 
usufruct could be claimed. On the other hand a corresponding 
conclusion would not hold, if the usufruct were bequeathed in the 
block itself, and thereupon first the place were made into a bare 
site and after that into a block again. It would be a similar case 
to this last if there were a bequest of the usufruct in bowls, which 
were thereupon redxiced to a mass of metal and this again made 
into bowls^ as, however true it might be that the original character 
of bowls was restored, still they would not be the same bowls as 
those in which usufruct was bequeathed. 1. I stipulated with 
Titius that he should give me the Cornelian estate, reserving the 
usufimct ; after which Titius died ; the question was asked what it 
was that his heir was bound to give me. Our authority answered 
that the real question was what was the intention in the reservation 
of the usufruct ; if the real agreement was that a usufruct should 
be established simply in the person of someone or other, then the 
heir will only be bound to convey the bare ownership ; but if it was 
that the usufruct should be reserved for the promisor alone, his heir 
would have to give ownership with immediate enjoyment That 
this is the true state of the case appeared, he said, more plainly in 
the case of a legacy, as where an heir at whose charge the bare 
ownership is bequeathed with a reservation of usufruct dies before 
proceedings are taken on the testament, there is still less room for 
doubt that the heir of such heir will have to give the ownership 
with enjoyment The construction is the same where the legacy is 
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made on a condition and the heir dies pending -the fulfilment of the 
condition. 2. A usufruct in a slave was bequeathed to Titius ; and, 
at a time when the heir was already in default as to conveying the 
usufruct, the slave died; the only possible .'Conclusion is, so our 
authority says, that the obligation of the heir is measured by an 
amount representing the interest the legatee had in there being no 
default ; so that, in short, an estimate should be made of the value 
of the usufruct reckoned from the time [of default] to the day on 
which the slave died ; and this implies farther that, if ^fitius died 
himself, then, in like manner, there would have to be an amount 
given to his heir which would represent the value of the usufnict 
from the time when default was first made down to the day of 
Titius’s death. 

37 The same {Questions 7) The following question has been 
asked. I stipulated with you that you should give me a usufruct 
in something or other for the next ten years, but you failed to give 
it, by your own*default, and so five years passed. How stands the 
law ? Again, suppose I stipulated with you that you should give 
me the services of your slave Stichus for the next ten years, and as 
before, five years passed. The answer made was that there was a 
good action for both usufruct and services for the time which you 
allowed to pass without the gift being made. 

38 Maeciaktjs {Institutes 3) There is no user on the^art of the 
usufructuary where neither he hims elf uses nor anyone else uses on 
his account ; as, for instance, a person who bought [the usufruct] 
or hired it or took it as a gift, or who volunteered to act as agent 
to the usufructuary. There is, no doubt, this distinction to be made, 
that, if I sell a usufruct, then, even though the purchaser should 
make no use of the thing, I am regarded as still retaining the 
usufruct ; 

39 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) because a man who 
enjoys the purchase money is regarded as having [the usufruct] 
just as much as one who has the use and eiyoyment of the actual 
thing : 

40 Mabciantts {Imtitvies 3) but, if I give the usufruct away, 
I no longer retain it, unless the donee uses the thing. 

41 Tra SAME {Institutes 7) It must be held on the whole that 
there can be a good bequest of a usufruct in a statue or a picture, 
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because even objects such as these can be turned to a certain use if 
put in a suitable pla(je. 1. There are some estates of such a kind 
that they are rather a source of expense than of profit, still a 
usufi’uct can be left even in such estates. 

2 Floebntinxts {Institutes 11) If there should be a bequest 
of the use to one man and the produce {fructus) to another in 
respect of the same thing, the fructuary will get whatever remains 
after the just claims of the usuary are satisfied ; but this will not 
prevent him from having some use too with a view to having 
produce. 1. It makes a practical diffei'ence whether you have a 
usufruct left you in the testator’s property or in the money value 
thereof ; if what is left is the usufruct in the property, you must 
deduct from such property any specific thing which is given you by 
a separate bequest, and you will have a usufruct in all the rest ; but 
if what is bequeathed is the usufruct of the value in money, the 
valuation will comprise even the thing so separately bequeathed. 
The fact is that where a testator bequeaths the same thing over 
and over again, this does not enlarge the legacy^but, when a par- 
ticular thing has been bequeathed, you can enlarge the legacy 
by bequeathing the estimated value of it as well. 

43 XjLPiANtrs {Rules 7) A usjifira.ct can be bequeathed even of 
a share in the testator’s property, and, if it is not said expressly 
what share, it is taken to be half the pi’operty. 

44 NebaIpius {Pwrchments 3) A usufructuary is not at libeiiy 
to put fresh plaster on walls which are at the time in a rough 
condition, because, gi’anting that he would put the owner in a better 
position by improving the building, still he cannot do this in pur- 
suance of any right that he has as usufructuary ; it is one thing 
for him to maintain what he received, and another to set up some- 
thing new\ 

46 Gaitts {on the provinciat Edict 7) Just as the cost of 

a slave’s board falls on the person who has a usufruct in him, so 
too coat incurred through his illness it is plain as a matter of 
common sense must fail on the same person. 

40 Patjlus {Extracts from PlavMus 9) In a testament a 

stranger is appointed heir, an emancipated, son is passed over, and 
the ownership [in the whole estate] is bequeathed to the mother 
of the testator, with a reservation of the usufruct ; in this case, if 


^ For an etc. read cilitid nomim/acere. M. 
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the honorwm possessk) contra tabvlm is sued out, the full ownership 
must, in deference to filial duty, be given to th© mother. 1. Where 
the testator orders that his heir shall repair a block of chambers in 
which he bequeaths the usufruct, the usufructuary can bring an 
action on the testament to compel the heir to execute the repairs. 

47 PoMPONitrs {Extracts from Plautius 5) Should the heir 
fail to execute them, and the usufructuary in consequence be 
unable to get the benefit of his usufhict, the latter’s own heir will 
have a right of action accordingly ; the damages being the amount 
of difference it would have made to the usufructuary if the heir 
had not neglected the matter ; even though the usufinict should 
have come to an end by the death of the usufructuary. 

48 Patjlus (on Plautius 9) If, in the absence of the usufructuary, 
the testator’s heir executes repairs, as his voluntary agent, he will 
have an action against the usufructuary on negotia gesta, although 
in fact the heir j^ad an eye to his own future advantage. But if 
the usufructuary is prepared to abandon the usufruct, he is not 
compellable to repair, and he is* released from the action on negotia 
gesta. 1. Coppice, even though cut out of season, is quite re- 
cognised to be part of the produce, just as olives gathered before 
they are ripe are part of the proSuce, or grass cut for hay before 
the regular time. 

49 PoMPONitrs (on Plautius 7) If a usufruct is beqifeathed to 
you and me at the charge of ^mpronius and Mucius, heirs of the 
testator, then I shall have a quarter of the whole out of the share 
of Sempronius and another quarter out of the share of Mucius, and 
you will similarly have two quarters out of their respective sharea 

60 Paulus (on Vitdlius 3) Titius left the Tusculan estate as 

a legacy to Msevius, with a Jidei-commissmti that he should convey 
to Titia the usufruct in half the same estate; Meevius rebuilt 
a farmhouse which had frJlen to pieces from age, but which was 
required for storing and keeping farm produce : the question was 
asked whether Titia was bound to undertake part of the expense 
in proportion to her usufruct. Scsevola’s answer was that if 
Msevius was obliged to build before the usufruct was given, he 
could not be called upon to hand it over except on the terms 
of’- the expense being taken into account 


^ ut insereud. before 
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Modbstinxjs {J)iffere‘nces 9) It is held that the bequest of 
a usufruct to Titius “ when he dies ” is inoperative, as it is referred 
to the very time at which the usufruct ceases to belong to the 
peraon named. 

I The same {Rules 9) Where a usufruct in a thing is left by 
testament, then, if taxes are payable for the thing, there is no 
doubt that the usufructuary is bound to pay them, unless it is 
shown that the testator directed by way of exTpxess fidei-commissum 
that these charges as well as others should be j)aid by the heir. 

3 Javolenus {Epistles 2) If the usuft-uct bequeathed is in 

a block of chambers, tlien, as long as any portion of the block 
remains, the legatee has the usufruct in the whole site. 

i The same {Epistles 3) The usufract of an estate was 

bequeathed to Titius on a contingency at your charge as heir ; you 
sold and delivered the estate to me, with a reservation of the 
usufruct: I wish to know, supposing the coitSngency fails to 
happen, or it happens and the usufruct has expired, to whom 
it belongs. Answer: I understand your question to refer to the 
usufruct which was bequeathed. I should say then that if the con- 
tingency on which the legacy depends comes to pass, there is no 
doubt that the usufruct in question will belong to the legatee, and 
that, if by any chance it should be lost to him, it is merged in the 
bare own^ship of the estate ; but if the contingency does not come 
to pass, the usufruct will belong to the heir, all rules of law 
holding good with reference to the heir which regard the loss of 
usufruct and which are commonly put in force. However, in a sale 
of this kind, we ought to look at the precise terms of the agree- 
ment between the vendor and the purchaser, so that, if it is shown 
that it was for the sake of the legacy that the usufruct in question 
was reserved, then, even if the contingency does not come to pass, 
it ought to be given up by the vendor to the purchaser. 

i5 PoMPONitJS {on Quintus Mudus 26) Should there be a 

bequest of the urns in an infant slave and nothing more, then, 
although for the present the ums amounts to nothing, still as soon 
as the child outgrows the age of infancy, it begins to be in force. 

56 Gaixjs {on idle promndal Edict 17) It has been made a 
question whether an action in respect of a usufruct ought to be 
allowed to a municipal body; the point being that there seemed to 
be a danger of the usufruct becoming perpetual, as it would not 
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be lost by death, and hardly by capitis dimirputio, and the con- 
sequence would be that the ownership would be valueless in 
consequence of the usufruct being always outstanding. However 
the law now is that an action must be allowed. This leads to a 
further doubt, viz. as to how long the municipality is to be 
protected in the enjoyment of the usufi’uct; but it is held that it 
will be protected for a hundred years, because that is the utmost 
extent of the life of a man, however long he lives. 

57 Papikianus {Respoma 7) A landowner left by testament 
to a usufructuary the estate in which the latter had the servitude 
of usufruct, but this estate the legatee was compelled, after being 
in possession for a considerable time, to give up to the son of the 
testator, who had carried through successfully a case of inofficious 
testament: it was clear from the event that ensued that the right 
of usufruct remained untouched. 1. The produce of certain 
portions of land being left hj Jidd-cormnissum to various freedmen 
by way of alimentary provision, on the death of any beneficiaries 
the profits of their respective shares revert from them to the bare 
owner. 

68 SOJEVOLA {Responsa 3) A woman who had a usufruct in 
land died in the month of December, all the produce procurable 
from the land having been already carried by the tenants in the 
month of October. Hereupon the question arose whether rent 
ought to be paid to the heir of the usufructuary, although she 
herself died before the first of March, which was the day on which 
rents became due, or it should be apportioned between the heir of 
the usufructuary and the municipality {res pvblica), to which the 
ownership was bequeathed. I replied that the municipality had 
no right of action against the tenant, but that, upon the facts as 
stated, the heir of the usufr'uctuary would have a right to receive 
the whole rent on the regular day. 1. “ I give and bequeath to 
Sempronius a sixth part of the produce of the crops of cabbage 
and leeks which I have in the field of the Farrarii.” The 
question is whether these words can be held to amount to a 
bequest of the usufruct. My answer was: — “No, not of the 
usufruct, but of the particular portion of the produce gathered 
which was mentioned in the bequest.” 2. It was further asked, 
naaiiTniug that it was not a case of usufruct, whether the bequest 
was one of the sixth part of the produce for every successive year. 
I answered that it must be held to be left for every year, unless 
the contrary were expressly proved by the heir. 
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Patjlus {Senteiiees 3) Where trees ai-e overturned by the 
force of a tempest* -without any negligence on the part of the 
usufructuary, it is not the law that he must put others in their 
place. 1. Whatever, is produced on the land or is gathered from it 
goes to the fructuary, and so do the rents of farms already leased, 
if such rents are expressly included. But, as in the case of a sale, 
if the rents were not expressly excepted, the usufractuary can 
eject the lessee. 2. Profit derived from cutting reed or stakes 
goes to the fructuary, where this has formed part of the usual 
returns ft*om the land. 

I The same {Sentences 5) The usufractuary of any estate 
may, if warned off or ejected, bring an action to have restored to 
him evei 7 thing which was seized on the occasion ; moreover, if the 
usufruct should meanwhile be terminated by some independent 
event, then too an utilis actio is allowed, to recover any produce 
already got in. 1. Where it is sought to recover a usufruct in 
land, and the land is in possession of someone jfho is not owner, 
an action is allowed. Consequently, if there is a'question between 
two persons as to the ownership in' the land, the usufructuary has 
none the less a right to be in occupation (m possessione), but 
if the usufructuary’s o-wn title as such should be disputed, his 
enjoyment as usufructuary is postponed for the time, but an under- 
taking has to be given him^ for making over to him whatever he 
would receive out of the profits, or, if [such] security is not 
furnisheff, he is allowed to take the profits himself, and then 
security must be given him by the person in possession (possessor) 
that he will not prevent the person to whom the usuftnct was left 
from taking such profits, so long as he is himself endeavouring to 
establish his legal rights^. 

1 Neeatitts (Responsa 2) A usufractuary cannot put a fresh 
gutter on the walls ; [and,] where a building is only begun, the law 
is that a fructuary is not at liberty to complete it, even if he cannot 
make any use of that part of the property without doing so ; indeed, 
it is held that there can be no usufruct in such a building itself; 
unless, in both cases, when the usufruct was created or bequeathed, 
it was expressly added that the things above mentioned might be 
done. 

^ After cmeri read or understand oporiet 

® The above translation is more or less conjectural Mommsen puts the clause 
from satisque ei (and then security) down to de jure sue prohet at the end, instead 
of after inposmsione esse debet (a right to be in occupation), and I have followed 
him. The words ipse frui permittitur betray the hand of the interpolator. 
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2 TEYPHOmifTrs {DisputaMons 7) It is (juite correctly said 
that a usufructuary may hunt in the forests or on the moors on a 
landed estate ; and if he captures a boar or a stag, he is not taking 
any property of the bare owner’s, but he makes what he takes his own 
either by the law of usufruct or else by universal law. 1. If wild 
animals were kept on tlie estate, confined in preserves when the 
usufiract began, is the fi-uctuary at liberty to train them, but not to 
kill them? and if there are any which he confined by his own 
exertions at the outset, or which afterward were caught in a snare, 
or slipped into one, are these in law the usuftaictuai^’s property ? 
The most convenient rule is, in order to avoid the uncertainty 
which there would be as to the right enjoyed by the usufructuary 
in cases of different animals, owing to the difficulty of establishing 
sound distinctions, that it is enough to assign to the bare proprietor 
on the expiration of the usufruct the same numbers of the different 
kinds respectively as he had at the time when the usufruct began. 

3 Pattlxjs (on law) It is possible for people to 

transfer to others what they have not got themselves ; for instance, 
when a man has an estate, then, though he has not got a usufruct, 
nevertheless he can grant a usufruct to someone else. 

4 ULPiANtrs {on the Edict 61^ Where a usufructuaiy is 
prepared to abandon his usufruct, he cannot be compelled to 
repair the house, even in those cases in which this duty would 
fall on the usufructuary. Indeed, after issue has be«n joined 
with the finctuary, it must be held that, if he is prepared to 
abandon the usufruct, the judge ought to dismiss the action. 

6 PoMPONius {Extracts from PlavMus 5) However, as the 
fructuary is [absolutely] bound to repair anything which has been 
damaged by his own act or that of any member of his household, 
the action ought not [in such a case] to be dismissed, even though 
he should be prepared to abandon the usufruct ; and in fact he 
is himself bound to do whatever a careful householder would do 
in his own house. 1. The heir is no more bound to repair 
anything which was left by the testator in a ruinous condition 
from age than he would be if the testator had bequeathed the full 
proprietorship. 

6 PAtriitrs {on the Edict 47) There may be a good right of 
action against a usufructuary not only on the lex Aquilia, but also 
for spoiling a slave {servi corrupti) and for imQv/ria, in any case 
where he reduces the value of the slave by torture. 
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JuLiANtrs {^tracts from Minicius 1) The legatee of a 
usufruct can sell it to a stranger, even against the will of the 
heir. 

Ulpianus {on Sabinus 17) It was a question in old days 
whether the child of a female slave belongs to the fructuary ; but 
the opinion of Brutus came to prevail, to the effect that the law’^ of 
usufruct has no application to the case, as a human being cannot 
be treated as produce of a human being ; and, on this principle, 
the fructuary will not even have a usufioict in the child. Suppose 
however the usufruct were left in the expected child itself, 
would the legatee have this usufruct? As to tliis, seeing that 
expected offspring can be bequeathed, so can the usufnict therein. 
1. The young of cattle, however, Sabinus and Cassius were both 
of opinion would belong to the fructuary. 2. No doubt, where 
there is a bequest of the usufruct in a flock of sheep or a herd 
of cattle, the usufructuary will be bound to All up the flock out of 
the young that are born from time to time, that’ is to supply the 
place of dead „ 

I POMPONITTS {on Sabinus 5) or useless animals by means of 
others which he provides for the purpose, so that, after these are 
put in the place of the old ones, these latter may become the 
property of the usufructuary, so as to prevent the bare owner from 
making a profit by the whole thing. Of course, just as the sub- 
stituted Snimals at once become the property of the bare owner, 
so too the old ones cease to belong to him, in accordance with 
the legal character of produce ; in fact the general rule is that 
whatever is produced belongs to the fructuary, and, when he i)uts 
it in the place of something else, it ceases to be his. 

3 UiiPiANUs {on Sabinus 17) How then, if he does not act in 
the way described and does not fiU up the number ? According 
to Gains Cassius {Jus cwUe 10) he is liable to be sued by the bare 
proprietor. 1. In the meantime, however, until they are reared 
and the number of the animals that are dead is filled up, the 
question arises to whom these young belong. To this Julianus 
says {Dig. 35), that the oivnership in them is in suspense ; so that, 
if they are set apart, they belong to the bare proprietor, if not, to 
the usufructuary, and this is a sound opinion. 2. According to 
this, if the young die, the loss will fall on the usufructuary and not 


1 Im-jm after opUnuit. M. 
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on the bare proprietor, and he Trill be obliged to rear other young. 
Hence Gains Cassius declares (b. 8) that the, flesh of any young 
that die belongs to the fractuary. 3. With regard however to 
the rule above given, that the usufructua^' is bound to rear 
animals to set apart, this is only so in cases where the usufruct 
bequeathed is of a flock or a herd or a stud of horses, in short of 
some collective unity ; if it is of such and such individual animals, 
there will be no number for him to fill up. 4. Again, suppose 
that, at the time when the young were born, nothing had occurred 
to make it necessary for any to be set apart, but something has^ 
occurred now, subsequently to their birth ; a point to consider is 
whether he will be bound to take animals to set apart only from 
among those bom later or he must take them from those bom 
already. I should say however that the better opinion is that 
such as are born at the time wheir the flock is complete are the 
propez’ty of the fructuary, and the fructuary wiU sufier only in the 
case of some subsequent falling off in the flock. 5. Setting apart 
is matter of facSt, and Julianus calls it expressly parting off, 
separating, making a separation, as the ownership in the creatures 
set apart is in the bare proprietor. 

Maeobllxjs {Digest 17) "V^ere a man builds on a vacant 
plot in which someone else has a usufriict, then, if the right to the 
surfece is taken away before the expiration of the period required 
for the usufruct to be lost, according to what the old lawyers laid 
down, the usufruct is restored. 

} ULPiAiTtrs {on SctMwus 17) If the owner of the bare 

property bequeaths a usufruct, the trae view is, as is stated by 
Msecianus (Questions on fdei-eonmmsa 3), that the bequest is 
valid, and, if it chance that it [the preceding usufruct] is merged 
in the bare property in the lifetime of the testator, or before entry 
is made on the inheritance, then it [the later usufruct] goes as 
bequeathed. Maecianus is ready to go further still ; in his opinion 
even where the [preceding] usufruct only falls in after entry is 
made on the inheritance, it [the later usufruct] is validly vested 
and goes as bequeathed. 

5 PoMPONitJS {on 8abinm 6) Where there is a bequest to me 

of the usufruct in a vacant plot, I can build a shed there for the 
purpose of keeping in it goods of mine which are on the spot. 


1 For et read est. Of. M. 
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’4 Gaius (ow the^ provincial Edict 7) If a usufruct is be- 
queathed to your sjave Stichus and my slave Pamphilus, such a 
bequest is equivalent to one made to you and me ; accordingly 
there is no doubt that the usufruct belongs to us in equal shares. 


II. 


On Accrual op Usufruct. 

1 Ulpianus (on Sabinus 17) Whenever there is a bequest of 
usufruct, the I'ight of accrual as between two usufructuaries exists 
only where the usufruct was left jointly (conjiincthn ) ; but if a 
usufruct in a share was left to each separately, there is no doubt 
that the right of accrual does not exist. 1. Hereupon the question 
is asked in Julianus’s Digest (b. 35), supposing a usufruct is left to 
a slave who is owned by two persons in common, and so a right to 
it is fully acquired by the two owners, whether, if one of the two 
declines the usufruct or loses it, the other has'xhe whole ; as to 
which Julianus’s opinion is that it belongs to the other ; and, even 
if the usufruct came to the owners of the slave not in equal shares 
but in shares equal to their respective shares in the slave, never- 
theless you look at the person of the slave and not of the owners, 
so that it goes to one of the owners, and does not become an 
accession to the bare property [in the thing]. 2. The same writer 
says, supposing a usufruct is bequeathed to a slave owned by two 
persons in common and to Titius separately, then, if one of the two 
co-owners loses the usufruct, it will not belong to Titius, but to the 
other co-owner alone, as being the only person who was entitled 
jointly ; and this is the proper view, since so long as even one only 
[of the two joint owners] is using the thing, you may say that the 
usufruct is still lodged where it was. The rule is the same if the 
usufruct should be left to two jointly and a third separately. 
3. In some cases, however, even if the two legatees did not take 
jointly, still the usufruct bequeathed may come to one of them by 
accrual ; for example, suppose the usufruct in the whole estate is 
left to me separately and is left to you in similar terms. For, as 
Celsus himself says (Dig. 18) and Julianus too (b. 36), the fiict of 
concurrence (concwrsus) makes us own shares, and the same woxdd 
be the case even with the bare property itself, as, if one declined, 
the other would have the whole estate. But, in the case of usufruct 
there is this in addition, that^ even when the usufruct has been 
For quia read or understand quod. 
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created and afterwards lost, it may none tlie less be the subject of 
a right of accrual ; indeed all writers cited by^Plautius agree upon 
this point, and, as Celsus and Julianus cleverly put it, usufruct is 
created and bequeathed every successive day^ and not necessarily, 
like the bare property, only at the time when [it can be first] sued 
for. Accordingly, so soon as either legatee finds no one else in 
concurrence with him, he will enjoy the usufruct to its full extent 
by himself and it matters not whether the bequest was joint or 
several. 4. Again, Julianus says {Dig. 36) that if a testator appoints 
two heirs, and bequeaths the bare property with a reservation of 
usuftuct, the heirs have no right of accrual ; the usufruct is held to 
be created [in shares’^], it does not become divided by concurrence ; 

2 Afeicanus {Qiiestwns 6) consequently any share in the 

usufruct which may have been lost will revert to the legatee, that 
is the owner of the bare property. 

3 Ulpiastus {on Sabimis 17) Neratius himself holds that the 

law of accrual wftl have no application [in such a case] Responsa 
1) ; and with this view agrees, the principle laid down by Celsus, 
where he says that the right of accrual occurs only when, two 
persons having the usufruct for the whole, it is divided between 
them by their concurrence. 1. Hence Celsus declares (b, 18) that 
if two co-owners of an estate both convey the bare property with a 
reservation of usufruct, then, whichever of the two loses his 
usufruct, it reverts to the bare property, not, that is, to the whole 
property, but rather the usufruct of each [conveying party] becomes 
an accession to the share which he Mmself conveyed ; in short it 
must needs merge in the particular share from which it was 
originally pajfted. 2. Moreover, the right of accrual exists not 
only where a usufiruct is bequeathed to two persons, but equally 
where a usufruct is bequeathed to one and the estate to another ; 
as, if the one to whom the usufruct was bequeathed should lose it, 
it thereupon belongs to the other rather by right of accrual than 
in virtue of its merger in the bare property. This was to be 
expected, seeing that, if a usufruct is bequeathed to two, and, in 
the hands of one of the two, it comes to be merged in the bare pro- 
perty, this does not put an end to the right of accrual either for the 
benefit of the one in whose hands the merger takes place or from 
him [for the other], and in whatever way he might have lost [his 
usufruct] before the merger, he may lose [it] in the same way now. 
This is the view of Heratius and Aristo, and Pomponius confirms it. 

1 M. 
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■Ttt t.tats ttts {Digest 35) If the bare property in an estate is 
bequeathed to you, and the usufruct of the same estate to me and 
Msevius and you, I and Msevius will have third parts respectively 
of the usufruct, and th© remaining third part will be merged in the 
bare property. But if either Msevius or I should suffer capitis 
dimi'ii'iitio, a third wiU be divided between you and the other of us 
two, so that the one of us two who has not suffered capitis dimi- 
nutio wiU have half the usufruct and you wiU have a right to the 
property together with [the other] half of the usufruct ; 

Gaitjs {on the provincial Edict 7) and, if you convey away 
the bare property, reserving the usufruct, Julianus is of opinion 
that it is still a case of accrual, and that you are not held to 
acquire a fresh usufruct. 

TTt.p tatv tts {on Sabinm 17) The law is the same where the 
usufruct is merged in the property in the hands of one of three 
fructuaiies. 1. Again, if the property is beqi^eathed to any- 
one with a reservation of usufruct, and a share in the usufiruct is 
bequeathed to me, it is worth coiTsidering whether the law of 
accrual applies as between me and the heir ; however, the correct 
view is that, if either of us loses the usufruct, it falls into the bare 
property. 2. If the usufruct in an estate is left to me absolutely 
and to you on a condition, it may fairly be said that the usufruct in 
the whole estate belongs to me in the meantime, and that, if I 
suffer capitis diminutio, I lose the whole ; but, if the condition is 
fulfilled, then, should I have suffered capitis diminutio, you have a 
right to the whole usuftmct, but, if I keep my status, the usufruct 
must be shared between us. 

PAUlitrs {on SaMnvs 3) If a man leaves a usufruct to Attius 
and his heirs, Attius will have half and his heirs will have half ; but 
if the words are “to Attius and Seius with my heirs,” the usufruct 
will be divided intoi three parts, so as to give one to the heirs, one 
to Attius, and one to Seius ; it makes no difference whether the 
bequest is “to A and B with Msevius” or “to A and B and 
Msevius.” 

ULPiANtrs {on SaMnvs 17) If a usufruct is bequeathed to a 
woman “ with her children,” then, if she lose her children, she has 
the usufruct ; on the other hand, if the mother herself dies, still her 
children have the usufruct by the law of accrual Julianus himself 
says {Dig. 30) that we must adopt the same construction in the case 
of a testator appointing heirs his children only, even where he does 
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not name them as legatees, but only desires tq make it clear that 
his wish is that the mother’s enjoyment should be one in which she 
has her children associated with her. Here, however, Pomponius 
asks the question, “How if the heirs are children and outsiders 
mixed up ? ” To this he says the sons {sic) must be held to be 
legatees, and, conversely, if his desire was that the children in 
question should be associated Avith their mother in the enjoyment, 
the proper rule is that the mother must be regarded as a legatee, 
and thereupon the legal result will be in all respects similar to that 
in the other case. 

9 Akeicantjs {Questions 5) If the bare property in an estate is 
bequeathed to two and the usufruct to one, the three persons do 
not take third parts respectively in the usufruct, but the two take 
a half and the usufructuary has the other half ; and a corresponding 
rule holds if there are two fructuaries and one legatee of the 
estate. 

% 

10 Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 17) In some cases a share of 
usufruct goes by accrual even to a person who has no share of his 
owTi, but has lost it ; for example, suppose a usufruct is bequeathed 
to two persons, and one of these,, after joinder of issue [in an action 
to recover it] loses his right of usufruct, shortly after which his 
co-legatee, who has not joined issue, loses his right of usufruct too ; 
in this case the one who joined issue in the action againsj^the person 
who came forward to defend the case will [by such action] get from 
the person in possession only the half part which he lost ; as for 
the share lost by his co-legatee he gets that by accrual, and it does 
not go to the bare proprietor : the accrual of usufruct is to the 
person, though it [his original share] should be lost. 

11 Papiniahtts {DefinMom 2) Where the usufruct in one and 
the same thing is bequeathed to different individuals at the charge 
of different heirs respectively, such usufructuaries are regarded as 
being just as truly separate as if the usufruct of the same thing had 
been bequeathed to the two in equal shares ; and the consequence 
is that there is no right of accrual between them ; 

12 UiiPiAUUS {on Scdfinus 17) as one legatee will bring his action 

for the usufruct against one heir and the other against the other. 
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• III. 

WHEiir THR Bequest of a Usufruot Vests. 

Ulpiakus {on Sabimts 17) Although usufruct involves the 
taking of produce, in short, some active behaviom* on the part of 
the person who has the usufruct, still it vests once for all ; the case 
is not like that of a thing being bequeathed a man for every 
separate month, or day, or year (in menses etc. singulos) ; in such 
cases the legacy vests daily (per dies singulos), or monthly, or 
annually. Hence arises this question : — supposing a usufruct is be- 
queathed a man from day to day or for every year, does it vest 
once for ail (semel)^. As to this I should say that it does not 
vest all at once (simvX), but at the different times mentioned, so 
that there are so many different legacies. This view is upheld 
by Marcellus (Bi^. 4) in the case of a man to '^hom a usuft-uct 
was bequeathed for every other day (alternis didms). 1. Ac- 
cordingly, if the bequest is of a •usufruct such as cannot be 
taken advantage of eveiy day, the bequest is not void, but the 
legacy will apply to those days on which the party can take the 
produce. 2. However, a usufruct, and, similarly, an will 

not vest before entry is made on the inheritance, as a usufruct 
is only fully created when a person is able to enjoy it at once. On 
this principle it is that, according to Julianus, if a usufruct is 
bequeathed to a slave who is part of an unclaimed inheritance, 
however much any other kind of legacy would be acquired to 
the inheritance, in the case of usufruct we wait for the person 
of an owner who can enjoy the use and produce. 3. Again, if the 
bequest of usufruct is from and after a given day, the usufruct will 
not vest until it is immediately claimable (dies nondvm cedet 
nisi cum dies venit) ; it is of course settled law that a usufruct can 
be bequeathed from and after a given day or until a given day. 
4. Hot only is it true that the usufruct does not vest before ent^ 
on the inheritance, but the right of action for usufruct does not vest 
sooner, and the same rule holds where the usufruct is bequeathed 
from and after a given day; Scsevola says plainly that a man who 
sues before the day of the usufruct will get nothing by it, though 
indeed in any case a man who sues before the day sues to no good 
purpose. 
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IV. 

The Ways in which Usufruct gr^Usus is lost. 

1 Ulpianus {on Sdbimis 17) It is settled law that by eapitis 
diminwtio not only is usufruct lost but the right of action for 
usufruct as well, and it matters little whether the usufruct was 
created by dii’ect law or by the aid of the praetor ; on the same 
principle, where usufnict is created by delivery, or, contrary to 
strict law, is in land let on a perpetual lease {fundus vectigcdis) or 
in a suporfieies, it is lost by capitis dimimdio. 1. Usufruct however 
can be lost by capitis diminutio only where it is alreariy created ; 
if a man suffers capitis dimimvtio before entry on the inheritance 
or before the usufruct has vested, there is no doubt it is not lost. 
2. Where an estate in land is bequeathed to you from and after a 
certain day, and you are requested to hand over the usufruct to me, 
we may fairly consider whether it is not really the fact that, if I 
suffer capitis diminutio befor# the day mentioned in the legacy to 
you, my usufruct is perfectly safe, on the ground that the capitis 
diminutio takes place before the usufruct vests ; and upon an 
indulgent construction this may .be held. 3. Indeed, so true is it 
that capitis diminutio only d^troys a usufruct which is already 
created, that if the usufruct is bequeathed for every separate year, 
month, or day, the only usufruct that is lost is the oqp which is 
already running, so that, for example, if it is bequeathed for 
separate years, the usufruct for the current year alone will be 
lost, if for separate months, that for the current month, and if for 
separate days, that for the current day. 

2 Papiniarus {Questions 17) If a usufruct is left to two 
persons separately for every other year {altemis a/nnis), the right 
of property runs on year after year without the enjoyment, whereas, 
if, instead of this, we suppose one legatee only, to whom the 
usufriict is bequeathed for every other year, the heir will have 
the property with the enjoyment during such time as the legatee 
is not entitled to have the usufruct. If however [in the case first 
mentioned] one of the two should die, then the property will be 
coupled with enjoyment for the odd years (per vices temporvmi)-, 
there can be no accrual for the benefit of the survivor, since each 
party had his own times of undivided usufruct without the other 
being in concurrence with him. 1. If what occurs is not death, 
but capitis diminutio, then, seeing that it is a case of distinct 
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bequests, the only jisufruct lost will be that of the current year, 
if, that is, he [the party who suffered capitis dhuimitid] had the 
right of usufruct [in that year] ; indeed, even in the case of a 
single legatee to wjiom the usufruct was given for so many 
separate years respectively, this is the proper rule to maintain, 
so that the express mention of periods is equivalent to a renewal 
of the usufi’uct. 2. Where the usufruct is bequeathed to separate 
persons for every other year, then, if they agree that they shall 
both take in the same year, they obstruct one another, as it does 
not appear to have been intended that they should take in con- 
currence ; and of course it makes a great deal of difference 
whether a usufruct is given to two persons together for every 
other year, (in which case the enjoyment cannot continue over 
the end of the first year, any more than it could if the usufruct 
had been given in the same terms to one person,) or it is given to 
separate persons for every other year, in which case, if they choose 
to have it concurrently, either they will be in one another’s way, 
considering what was the testator’s intention,'^or else, if such 
intention is really not inconsistent* with it, it will come to pass 
that one year’s profits will [every other year] go a-begging. 

3 Ulpianus {on Sabinus 17)* Just as a usufruct can be 
bequeathed for each of so many separate years, so too it can be 
made the subject of a farther bequest [to take effect] after loss by 
capitis diminution some such words being added as whenever so 
and so shall suffer capitis diminutio I bequeath to him ” etc. or 
whenever it shall be lost” : and, in such a case, if it should be 
lost by capitis diminution it will be held that it is renewed. 
Hereupon this question has been discussed : a usufruct being 
bequeathed to a man for as long as he shall live, must it be 
considered to be renewed [for] every time that it is lost? This 
view is suggested by Msecianus, and I should say that it must be 
held to be so renewed. Hence, where a usufruct is bequeathed 
for a definite term, say, for example, for ten years, we must lay 
down the same rule. 1. With regard to the renewal mentioned 
which takes effect after a usufruct has been lost by capitis dimi- 
nution question has been asked whether it carries with it the 
undiminished right of accrual : for instance, suppose a usufruct 
was bequeathed to Titius and Msevius, and the testatoi*, in case 
Titius should suffer capitis diminution bequeathed him the usu- 
fruct over again ; hereupon it is asked, if Titius takes the usufruct 
by renewal, whether the right of accrual will still be preserved 
between the two. To this Papinianus says (Questions 17) that it is 
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preserved, just as it would be if some third person had been put 
in the place of Titius to receive the usufruct; as the legatees 
[Titius and Msevius] must be held to be joint by the fact (re), 
though not by the words. 2. Papinianus ^proceeds to raise a 
further point. Suppose the testator, after bequeathing the usu- 
fruct to Titius and Maevius, should, in a renewed bequest of 
usufruct, give Titius not the whole, but a part, — woxild the two 
legatees be held [after that] to be joint ? To this what he says is : 
should Titius lose his usufinct, his co-legatee will get the whole by 
accrual, but, if Msevius lost, the whole would not go by accnial, 
part would go to Titius {exmi), and part fall into the bare property. 
This is a reasonable view, as it cannot be maintained that the 
ground {momentivm) on which a man loses his usufruct and then 
takes back usufruct will actually entitle the same man by accrual 
to any portion of what he lost, as what we hold is that a man who 
loses a usufruct will get nothing by accrual out of what he loses. 
3. That deatli is one of the ways in which usufruct is lost does not 
admit of doubt, ^eing that the right of enjoyment is put an end to 
by death, just like any other right which is attached to the person. 

4 MAECiAsrtrs {Institutes 3) If the legatee of a usufi'uct is 
requested [in the testament] to hand it over to someone else, the 
prsetor ought to take care that, i? it is lost, it should be rather in 
the person of the fidei-commissary than in that of the legatee. 

5 Ulpianits {on SaMnus 17) A usufruct which is bequeathed 
can be renewed, however it may be lost, so long as it is not by 
death, unless, indeed, the testator renew the bequest in that 
event to the heirs. 1. If a man who has acquired a usufruct 
through a slave conveys away to another a usufruct in such slave 
and nothing else, there is no doubt that he retains the usufruct 
which he acquired through him. 2. Usufruct is held to come to 
an end by a complete change in the thing which is the subject of 
it ; for instance, say a bequest was made to me of the usufruct in 
a house, and the house has fallen to pieces or has been burnt 
down, the usufruct in the house is undoubtedly extinguished. Is 
that in the site too ? [As to this,] it is quite certain that, when 
the house is burnt down, no usufr-uct exists in either the site or 
the materials. Julianus himself has this. 3. If there is a bequest 
of the usufruct in a site, and [then] a building is erected on the 
site, it is well settled that the subject-matter is changed and the 
usufruct is extinguished. No doubt, if it was the bare proprietor 
who erected the building, he will be liable in an action on the 
testament or for doluA. 



TIT. iv] The Ways in which "Usufruct or Usus is lost 39 

PoMPOKitrs {oti^dbinus 5) (besides which the usufructuary 
has a right to the Interdict quod vi aut dam,) 

JtTLiAiirtJS {Digest 35) unless such bare proprietor takes 
the building down and grants me a usufruct in the site ; I am 
assuming that the time has passed lapse of which puts an end to 
the usufruct. 

Ulpiakus {on Sabinus 17) The usufruct of an estate being 
bequeathed, if the residence should be destroyed, the usufruct will 
not be extinguished, as the residence is an accession to the land ; 
this would no more follow than it would if trees wei'e to fall. 

Patjlus {on 8aMnus 3) It should be added that I still have 
a usufruct in the ground on which the residence stood. 

Ulpiauxjs {on Sabinus 17) Suppose however the estate was 
an accession to the residence ; how then ? let us consider whether 
in that case the usufruct in the estate itself would be extinguished ; 
but, as to this, we must say, as before, that it^’will not be ex- 
tinguished. 1. The usufruct is extinguished not only where the 
house is reduced to the bare site, but also where the testator 
pulls down the house and puts a new one in its place ; no doubt, 
if he executes partial repairs here and there, we cannot lay down 
the same rule, even though at last the whole house should be 
rebuilt. 2. Where there is a bequest of usufruct in a field or 
a close, tl^pn, if it should be flooded, so as to be turned into a pool 
or a swamp, beyond doubt the usufruct will be extinguished. 
3. Again, if the bequest is of the usufruct in a pool and the pool 
comes to be dried up and so turned into a field, the subject being 
changed, the usufruct is extinguished. 4. If however what is 
bequeathed is the usufruct in an arable field and vineyards are 
made on it or the converse takes place, I do not think the usufruct 
will be extinguished. It is true that where the usufruct is in a 
forest, and thereupon the forest is cut down and the ground sown, 
the usufruct is undoubtedly extinguished. 5. Should the usufruct 
of a mass of metaJ be bequeathed and vessels be made out of it or 
the converse take place, Cassius, as quoted by Urseius, says that 
the usufiruct is gone ; and this view I should say is correct. 
6. On the same principle where an ornament is destroyed or its 
form is altered, this puts an end to the usufruct in it. 7. Sabinus 
too teUs us, in connexion with the usufruct of a ship, that if the 
ship is repaired now in one part and now in another, the usufruct 
is not destroyed ; but if the ship is taken to pieces, then, though 
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it should be made up again out of the sam§ timbers without a 
single piece being added, still the usufruct js extinguished; and 
this, I should say, is the sounder opinion. In fact, even if a house is 
rebuilt, the usufruct is extinguished. 8. If the usufruct bequeathed 
is in a team of four horses, and one of the horses dies, the question 
may be asked whether the usufruct is extinguished. For my own 
part, I should say it makes a great deal of difference whether the 
usufruct bequeathed was in the horses or in the team ; if it was in 
the horses, it will continue with reference to the remaining horses, 
if in the team, it will not continue at all, as there has ceased to be 
any team ; 

11 Patjltjs {on Sabinus 3) unless another horse is put in the 
place of the dead one before the legacy vests. 

12 Ulpiakus {mi Sabinus 17) Where a usufruct is bequeathed 
in a bath room, and the testator turns it into a room to live in, or 
in a shop, and he turns it into a dwelling-place, then, according to 
the proper rule^ the usufract is extinguished. 1. On the same 
principle if a man leaves a usufruct in an actor, and then transfers 
him to some other kind of sefvice, we must hold that the usufruct 
is extinguished. 

13 Paultts {on Sabinus 3) If the usufructuary has reaped the 
com and after that dies, according to Labeo, the crop which is lying 
cut belongs to his heir, and the ears which are unsevered from the 
ground belong to the owner of the estate ; the produce, he says, is 
gathered when the ears of com [are severed], or the gi^ss for hay 
is cut, or the grapes are plucked, or the olives are shaken down, 
though the com should not be ground, or the oil made, or the 
vintage completed. (But true as is Labeo’s remark about olives 
which are shaken down, still, according to Julianus, the rule is 
different with respect to olives which fall of themselves.) The 
produce [Labeo proceeds to say,] becomes the property of the 
usufructuary when he has gathered it, although it goes to a bona 
fde possessor as soon as it is once severed from the soil. 

14 PoMPONitrs {on Sabinus 5) Setting aside capitis ctiminutio 

and death, all other grounds of extinction of usufruct will admit 
of the extinction being even partial 

16 Ui/PiANtrs {on ScMnus 18) Sometimes the ba,re proprietor 

can bestow freedom on a slave held in usufruct ; for instance, 
where the usufruct was bequeathed till such time as the slave 
should be manumitted ; in which case, as soon as the proprietor 
proceeds to manumit, the usufruct is extinguished. 
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The same {Disputations 5) Where a usufruct is bequeathed 
to me on a conditiqp, and in the meantime the thing is in the 
hands of the heir, such heir can bequeath the usufruct to a third 
person ; the result being that, if the condition attached to my 
legacy comes to pass, the usufruct left by the heir terminates. 
Should I myself however lose the usufruct, it will not revert to the 
legatee to whom the heir bequeathed it in absolute terms, because 
the legal position of joint legatees cannot be acquired under two 
different testaments. 

Jtjliantjs {Digest 35) The usufruct in an estate is be- 
queathed to you absolutely, and the bare property to Titius on a 
condition ; pending the condition, you acquire the right of bare 
property, and after that the condition is fulfilled. In this case 
Titius will have the estate with all rights, and it makes no 
difference that the bare property was bequeathed with a reservation 
of the usufruct, because when you yourselfr acquired the property 
you lost all your right to the legacy of usufruct. , 

PoMPONitrs {on. Sabinus 3) If a usufruct was bequeathed to 
a slave who was part of the assets of a deceased person, such 
bequest taking place before entry was made on the inheritance, 
the better opinion is that, when entry is made, the usufruct 
passes to you (the heir), and is not extinguished on the ground of 
change of ownership, as it did not so much as vest before you 
became hgir. 

Gaius {on the provmdial Edict 7) Neither a usufruct, nor 
a foot-way nor a carriage-way is lost by change of ownership. 

Paultjs {on Plautim 16) Where a man has a usufruct, will 
he retain it if he only exercises vms, his reason being that he 
believes usm to be the only right that he has got ? My answer is 
that if he chooses to exercise the use only, knowing that he has a 
right to the use and produce {umsfmctvs), he must still be held to 
be enjoying produce too ; if he does not know, I should say he loses 
the right to produce (Jruetus), as his use is founded not on what he 
has, but on what he tMnks he has. 

Modesttnus {Differences 3) If a usufi’uct is bequeathed to 
a city and, after that, the ground of the city is ploughed up, it 
ceases to be a city, as it happened to Carthage ; consequently it 
ceases to have the usufruct, as it were by death. 


1 Ins. tu before enim. M. 
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22 PoMPOKitJS {fin Quintus Mueius 6) If the usus of a house 
is bequeathed to a woman, and she goes beyond seas and is absent 
for the time which suffices by law for the loss of the usm, but her 
husband uses the house, then there is nothing to prevent the usus 
being retained, just as if the woman had left her slaves at the 
house and herself stayed abroad. Still more strongly will the 
corresponding rule apply where a husband leaves his wife in the 
house in a case in which the urns of the house was bequeathed to 
the husband himself. 

23 The same (fin Quintus Mudus 26) If a field in which a man 

has a usufruct is inundated by a river or the sea, the usufruct is lost, 
as, in fact, the bare property itself is lost in such a case ; indeed 
the usufiructuary cannot maintain his position even by fishing. At 
the same time, just as the bare property is reestablished, if the 
water recedes with the same suddenness with which it came, so too, 
it must be held, will the usufract be reestablished. 

24 JAVOLBiirTJS \Extracts from Labeo’s Posteriores 3) I had 
a usufruct in a garden, and, that being the case, a river spread over 
the garden and afterwards receded again ; here Labeo holds that 
the right of usufruct itself is restored, as the soil of the garden 
always remained in the same legal position. I should say that this 
is only true in case the river spread over the field in the way of 
inundation ; if the river shifted its course and came to flow in that 
quarter, my opinion is that the usufruct is lost, because the ground 
occupied by the old channel becomes public property, and I hold 
that it cannot be put back upon its former footing. 1. The same 
rule of law, according to tabeo, ought to be observed with reference 
to a foot- or carriage-way ; but I hold with respect to these the 
same opinion that I do with respect to the usufruct. 2. Labeo. 
Even if the surface soil is taken off my land and other soil put 
in its place, the ground does not on that account cease to be 
mine, any more than if the field were manured. 

25 PoMPONitTS (Selections Jrom various passages 11) The law 
is that usufract may be lost by non-user, whether it is the usufruct 
in a share or is undivided. 

26 Paextjs (on Neratius 1) Should a field be taken into 
possession or a slave be captured by enemies and afterwards 
be relinquished, any usufruct is reestablished by the law of 
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:7 The same {Manuals 1) If a slave in whom someone has 
a usuft’uct is surrendered for noxa by the bare proprietor to the 
usufructuary, by the acquisition of the proprietorship the servitude 
of usufruct is merged and is thereby at an end. 

;8 The same (on Plautius 13) If a usufruct is bequeathed for 

alternate years, it cannot be lost by non-user [by one legatee], as it 
is a case of more than one legacy. 

[9 TJlpianus {on Sabiniis 17) Pomponius raises this question. 

The bare proprietor of an estate [in which I have a usufmct] hires 
the land from me and sells it to Seius mthout reserving the 
usufruct; do I retain the usufruct through the action of the 
purchaser? The opinion he gives is this : though the proprietor 
should pay me rent, nevertheless the usufruct is lost, as the 
purchaser enjoys as of his own right and not in my name : of 
course tlie i)roprietor is liable to me in an action on the lease, to 
the extent of the interest I had in his not doing Tyhat he did. It 
is true that if a man hires the usufruct from me and lets it to some- 
one else, I retain the usufruct, but where the bare proprietor of the 
land lets the usufruct in his own name, we must hold that I lose it, 
as the lessee does not enjoy it in my name. 1. As to whether^ if 
the bare proprietor bought the usftfruct from me, and then sold it, 
I should lose it, this is a proper question to ask. But I should say 
that I should lose it, as, again, the purchaser of the estate does 
not enjoy ♦it as on a purchase from me. 2. Pomponius asks 
further this question. Suppose a usufruct is bequeathed to me, 
and I am requested to hand it over to you ; am I held to enjoy 
through you, so that the usufruct will not be lost [by non-user] ? 
As to this, he says himself that he is in doubt ; but the better 
opinion is, as Marcellus remarks in a note, that there is nothing in 
the case to prejudice the fidei-commissary, as he has an utilis actio 
in his own name. 

JO Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) The flesh and fleece of 
dead cattle are not part of the produce, because, as soon as tlie 
animal is dead, the usufruct is extinguished. 

}1 PoMPOisrius {on Quintus Mucim 4) If the usufruct of a flock 
is bequeathed and the numbers of the flock are so far reduced that 
it cannot be called a flock at all, the usufruct is at an end. 


^ After vendidisset ins. arL 
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V. 


Ok Usufruct in things which are consumed or wasted 

BY THE USING. 

1 Ulpianus {on Sabimcs 18) The Senate decreed that it 
should be possible for a usufruct to be bequeathed in every kind of 
thing that was understood to be in any person's patrimony; the 
result of which decree clearly is that a bequest can be made of the 
usufi’uct of such things as are destroyed or wasted by use. 

2 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) But, in the case of money, 

a proper undertaking must be given to those at wliose charge a 
usufruct in such money is bequeathed. 1. This senatorial decree 
did not operate so as to make it possible that there should be a 
usufruct in money, strictly speaking ; as the authority of the Senate 
cannot subvert common sense ; still, the above relief being given, 
the consequence was that there came to be something analogous to 
a usufi‘uct. ' 

3 Ulpianus {on Sabimis 18) After this a valid bequest can 
be made of the usufruct in anything whatever. Does this include 
a usufruct in pecuniary demands? Nerva said No; but the better 
opinion, which is that held by Cassius and Proculus, is that this 
also can be bequeathed. However, Nerva himself goes so far as to 
say that the usufruct in a pecuniary demand can be bequeathed to 
the actual debtor himself, and that, in that case, he must be 
excused the payment of interest. 

4 Paulus {on Neratins 1) Consequently the debtor too can 
be called upon to give the undertaking. 

6 Ulpianus {on Sabmus 18) This senatorial deci'ee does not 
refer exclusively to the case of a man who bequeaths the usufruct 
of money or anything else which he has of his own; it applies 
equally where he deals with what belongs to someone else. 1. If 
there is a bequest of the usufruct of money, or of anything else 
which can only be used by consuming it, and no undertaking is 
given, a point to consider is whether, when the usufruct comes to 
an end, the money that was handed over, or whatever else it may 
be the worth of which is bound up in the diminution of it, can be 
recovered by a eondictio. However, as long as the usufruct is still 
going on, if the heir wishes to bring a eondictio to have the under- 
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taking given, it maj fairly be said that the omitted nndertaldng 
can be sued for by a cftTiidictio for an unliquidated amount (iiicerti ) ; 
but if he waits till the termination of the usufract, then, as Sabinus 
holds, the condictio can be brought for the actual sum. This 
opinion is approved of by Celsus himself (Dig. 18), and it seems to 
me not to be wanting in acuteness. 2. What is said above as to 
the usufruct in money or in anything else which is used by 
consuming it applies equally to the tisus; we are told by both 
Julianas and Pomponius (Stipulations 8) that the imos and the 
usufruct of money have the same legal implications. 

0 JxTLiANTJS (Digest 35) If ten thousand (merei) are be- 
queathed to you and the usufruct of the same ten thousand to me, 
the whole ten thousand will become your property; stiU five 
thousand will have to be paid to me, on the terms of my undertaking 
that at the time of my death or capitis dimkmtio the money shall 
be handed over ; as in fact if a landed estate were bequeathed to 
you and a usufruct in the same estate to me, you, would have the 
property of the whole estate, but you would have part of it with 
the use and produce (usmfi'mhis), and part mthout the use and 
produce, and I should give an undertaking to the satisfaction of an 
impartial arbitrator, not to the heir but to you. 1. Where 
however the usufruct in the same ten thousand is bequeathed to 
two different persons, they will both get five thousand, giving 

undertakings to one another mutually and to the heir as well. 

• 

7 Gaius (on the provincial Edict 7) Whei-e the usufruct 
bequeathed is of wine, oil, or com, the actual property ought to be 
transferred to the legatee, and he must be required to give an 
undertaking to the effect that whenever he dies or suffers capitis 
diminutio, goods of like quality shall be handed over ; or else the 
original goods must be valued and an undertaking must be given 
to pay a fixed sum of money. This last is indeed the more 
convenient method, and we may assume exactly the same rule in 
the case of anything else the worth of which is given by the using 
thereof. 

8 Papiniantjs (Questions 17) A testator appointed three heirs 
and bequeathed to Titius the usufruct in fifteen thousand (aurei), 
ordering at the same time two of the heirs to give securily for 
Titius. It was held that there was a valid legacy of [the benefit 
of] the undertaking [for security so ordered to be given], and that 
the decree of the Senate did not militate against this construction 
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as there tos nothing in it to prevent the [statutable ?] undertaking 
being given. There were, in fact, it was held-, two legacies, the one 
being for an ascertained sum and the other for an unliquidated 
amount. Accordingly, on the head of usufruct, a portion of the 
money might be sued for [by the legatee] at the hand of an heir 
who had had security given him by his co-heir, and the same de- 
fendant was subject also to an action for unliquidated damages, 
if he had himself failed to give security. With regard to an heir 
who gave security liimself, but owing to the default of his co-heir 
failed to have security given him, he would not in the meantime 
be liable in pursuance of the legacy of usufruct under the sena- 
torial decree, nor would he be liable to the action for unliquidated 
d-amages, seeing that he had already given the required security to 
his co-heir. We are further of opinion that the legatee can be 
compelled to promise [to refund]. When however the usufruct 
comes to an end, if the co-heirs should be sued as sureties, they will 
not have a right of action on mandate [to recoup themselves], the 
fact being that they never contracted a mandate, they only obeyed 
the will of the testator, and> in any case, they are themselves 
released fi-om their obligation under the legacy of security. One 
point there is which did not require a long discussion, viz. that 
the second legacy, that of the security, was not given to the heirs, 
but to the person to whom was left the usufruct in the money, 
whom in fact the testator desired to benefit, and in whose interest 
he thought it was that he should not be looking about for sureties 
at his own risk. 

9 Paulus {on NeraUiis 1) In a stipulation for restoring 
the amount in the case of a usufruct in a sum of money, two 
eventualities only are referred to, viz. those of death and capitis 
dimmvMo, 

10 Ulpiauxts {on the Edict 79) as the use of the money cannot 
be lost in any other way than by one of these two. 1. If the imm 
only of the money is bequeathed, then, seeing that in this par- 
ticular case we must, on the whole, take it that the term vms 
involves fructus as well, the same stipulation must be made. 
Some say that the stipulation is not made till the money is given ; 
I should say however that the stipulation holds, whether it comes 
after or before the payment over of the money. 

11 The same {on Sabinm 18) If a usufruct is bequeathed to 
anyone in wool, or perfumes, or spices, no usufruct in these things 
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is held to be legally created, but the matter comes under the 
decree of the Senate, yrhich prescribes the undertaking to be given. 

12 Mabcianus {Institutes 7) Money being left to Titius on 
such terms that after 4he legatee’s death it was to come to Msevius, 
it was laid down by a rescript of the divine Severns and Antonius 
that, although it had been added that Titius was to have the usm 
of the money, nevertheless what was bequeathed him was the 
property in it, and the reason for making mention of usus was 
that the money was to be handed over from Titius to Mtevius on 
the death of the former. 


VI. 


On the case op Usufruct being suim for or 

THE RIGHT OF IT BEING DENIED. 

1 Ulpianus {on SaMnus 18) If some [real] servitude is attached 
to a landed estate in which there is a usufruct existing, Marcellus 
(b. 8), as cited by Julianus, upholSs the opinion of Labeo and 
Nerva, to the effect that he (the usufructuary) cannot bring a vin- 
dicoMo to recover the servitude but he can bring one for the 
usufruct ; the consequence being that if the neighbour does not 
allow him, say, to walk or drive, he, such neighbour, is liable on 
the ground that he does not let the other enjoy the usufruct. 
1. When^ usufruct is bequeathed, it requires [those]’^ subsidiary 
rights without which a usufruct cannot be enjoyed ; consequently, 
in the case of such a bequest, there must needs go with the usufruct 
a right of access, so much so that, where a man bequeaths the 
usufruct of some spot on the terms that the heir is not to be 
compelled to allow a road [over adjoining ground], this addition 
must be held to be inoperative ; again, if a usufruct is bequeathed 
and a right of pathway is withheld, such withholding is inoperative, 
because a right of access always goes with the usufruct. 2. Again, 
if a usufruct is bequeathed and there is no right of access to the 
estate which is the subject thereof over [other] land which forms 
part of the inheritance, the usufructuary can certainly bring an 
action on the testament to procure that the usufruct shall be given 
him accompanied with means of access. 3. Whether, when the 
usufruct is bequeathed, the usufructuary has a right of access 
simply, and so a right to a foot-way, or he can claim a road-way too, 

1 M. 
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Pomponius hesitates to say (b. 5) ; but he holfis, and that rightly, 
that he ought to have such accommodation a>^ is required to enable 
him to get the benefit of his usufruct. 4, Will the heir then be 
bound to furnish him with further conveniei^ces or servitudes too ; 
for example, servitudes of lights and water, or not ? As to this, 
I should say he is only compellable to furnish those conveniences 
without which the other cannot ‘^use’’ the premises at all ; if the 
party can use the premises, though not without some inconvenience, 
he has no claim to the above. 

2 Pomponius {on Sabinus 5) If a usufruct is sued for on a 
testament, at the hands of an heir who has cut down trees or pulled 
down the house or in any way lowered the value of the usufruct, 
either by subjecting the land to servitudes or releasing the adjoining 
property fii'om servitudes attached to the land, it is a matter for the 
conscience of the judge to take into consideration what the con- 
dition of the estate was before joinder of issue, so that the 
usufi-uctuary may be protected by him in the enjoyment of the 
rights so ascertained. 

3 (JtTLlANxrs Digest 7 ) Where a man to whom a usufruct had 
been delivered in pursuance of a fidei-commissum has been out of 
enjoyment of it for the full period the lapse of which would have 
caused him to lose it, if it had become his legally, he cannot have an 
action to have it made good ; it would be an absurd thing that 
people who have acquired the possession only of a usufrijpt and not 
the property in it should be in a better legal position. 

4 The same {Digest 35) An estate was bequeathed to Titius 
with reservation of usufruct, and the usufruct in the same estate 
was bequeathed to Sempronius on a condition. In this case I 
expressed the opinion that, during the interval, the usutnict was 
joined to the property, though the law is, that when an estate is 
bequeathed with reservation of the usufruct such usufruct goes to 
the heir. The reason for the above is, that when the owner 
bequeaths an estate saving the usufruct, and bequeaths the usufruct 
to another person on a condition, it is not his intention that the 
usufruct should remain with the heir. 

5 ULPiAHtrs {on the Edict Vj) The only person who can assert 
at law the right to use and produce is one who has the usufruct ; 
the bare owner of the estate cannot do it, because one who has the 
proprietorship has not got a separate right to the use and produce, 
as in fact he cannot have a servitude over his own estate, and a 
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man must bring an action on his own right only ; he cannot do it 
on the right of someone else. It is true that the bare owner has a 
prohibitive right of action {actio negativa) against an [alleged] 
usufructuaiy, stiU he, may be held to proceed on his own right 
rather than that of another, so far as he denies that the [alleged] 
usufructuary has a right to the use against his will, or [asserts] that 
he himself has a right to stop him. Should it happen that the plaintiff 
in the action is not the owner, then, although the [alleged] fructuary 
will not have the right of use, stiU this latter will gain his case, 
in virtue of the principle which puts possessors in the better position, 
though they should have no legal right. 1. Whether the usufruc- 
tuary has a good right of action in rem against the bare proprietor 
only, or equally so against anyone in possession, is a matter of 
question. Julianus says {Dig. 7) that he has such a right of action 
against anyone in possession, as, if you take the case of a [real] 
servitude being attached to the estate which is in usufruct, the 
usufructuary ought to lay claim, as against the owner of the adjacent 
land, not to such [real] servitude, but to the usufruct 2. If a 
usufruct is created in a portion of an? estate, an action in rem can 
be brought in respect of it, whether the party lays claim therein to 
the usufruct or denies someone else’s right to it 3. In all actions 
which are brought in respect of usuftnict, it is abundantly plain that 
the question of produce is included. 4. If, after joinder of issue in 
an action for usufract, the usufruct should come to an end, will 
produce cjase to be claimable for any further time? I should 
say that it will so cease ; in fact, Pomponius teUs us (b. 40) that, in 
the case of the death of the usu^ctuary, his heir will be allowed 
an action for arrears of produce only. 4 a. If the usufructuary is 
successful, he has a right to recover all incidental benefits (omnis 
causa), consequently, if the usufruct bequeathed was in a slave, the 
possessor will be bound to hand over any acquisition made by the 
slave founded on the property of the usuftTictuary or derived from 
the slave’s own services. 5. Add that if it so happen that the 
usufimct is lost by lapse of time, the fact being that one man was in 
possession and another came forward to defend the action, it is not 
enough for the latter to renew the usufruct, but he must give a 
guaranty against recovery of the same by superior title ; suppose, 
for example, the party who was in possession had pledged the slave 
— or the land — ^for a debt, and the plaintiff should be forbidden by 
the pledgee to exercise his lawful right. Accordingly a guaranly 
wiU have to be given him. 6. Just as, where a usufructuary brings 
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a confessorian action^ in rem (asserting his usufruct), he has a right 
to have the produce given to Wm, so too has the bare proprietor, if 
he has recourse to a negatorian action (denying the other's 
usufruct) ; but, in any case, this is only wher^ the party who sues 
is not in possession ; ( — ^it may be observed that there are cases 
where the possessor himself may sue — ; ) if either party [being 
plaintiff] is in possession, he will get nothing under the head 
of produce. On the whole then, does the duty of the judge com- 
prehend more than this : to see that the usufructuary is held free to 
take the produce without being molested, and the owner of the 
property is protected against disturbance? 

6 Patjlus (an the Edict 21) When a man has joined issue as 
defendant on a question of usufruct, then, if he gives up possession, 
and that without fraudulent intent, he will be dismissed from the 
action, but if he volunteered to take up the defence of the case and 
joined issue in the action as though he were in possession, there 
win be judgment for the plaintiff. 


VII. 

On the Seirvibes of Slaves. 

1 Paulits {on the Edict 2) A service consists in something 
that is done, and it is not an overtly existing thing until the day 
arrives when it has to be rendered ; the case is like that of a man 
making a stipulation for the child that is to be bom of Arethusa. 

2 Ulpianus ipn the Edict 17) When there is a bequest of the 
services of a slave, the right thereto will not be lost by capitis 
dimirndio. 


3 Gaicts {on the provincial Edict 7) The usufruct of a slave 
comprises his services and the hfre that can be got for such 
services. 

4 The same (booh two of the wrbmi edict on trials of the question 
of freedoni) The produce of a slave consists® of services, or, to 
invert the phrase, the services of a slave are comprised in his 
produce. But as in other cases produce is understood to be what 
remains over after necessary expenses are deducted, so it is also in 
the case of services of slaves. 

^ For ccmfmorlam read confes^oria. Of. M, 

2 For constitit read consistU, C£ M. 
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5 Tbeentius Clemens {on the leai Jnlia et Papia 18) Where 

the services of a slave are bequeathed, I have myself always been 
taught and Julianus is of opinion that the usus is understood to 
be given. •> 

6 Ulpianus {on the Edict 55) When an action is brought on 
a claim to the services of a slave who is an artificer, the compensa- 
tion to be ordered will be according to their value, but, in the 
case of a common drudge, they will depend on the nature of 
his work. This is to be found in Mela. 1. If a slave is under five 
years of age or is physically weak, or is for any other reason one 
who could perform no service for his owner, no valuation of his 
services will be made. 2. Moreover the pleasure or the fondness 
felt by the owner will count for nothing in the valuation ; for 
example, where the owner has a strong regard for a slave or makes 
a fevourite of him. 3. It must be remembered that in estimating 
the value necessary expenses should always be deducted. 


VIII. * 

On Usus and Habitatio 

1 Gaius (on the provineicd Edia 7) Let us now consider the 
question of usus and habitatio. 1. Besides usufruct there may be 
such a tilin g created as bare urns, that is use without produce 
(frufitus ) ; and this is commonly created in just the same ways as 
usufruct. 

2 Ulpianus (on Sabinus 17) When the usus is left a man he 
can use, but he cannot take the produce. Let us consider some 
cases in detail 1. The ttsus of a house, say, is left to the husband 
or to the wife. If it is to the husband, he can live in the house, 
and that not [merely] by himself, but with his slaves too. Whether 
he can have his freedmen there also was once a matter of question, 
but Celsus says that he can have his freedmen, and that he may 
also take in a guest This is said by Celsus in his Digest (b. 18), 
and the same opinion is supported by Tubero. I remember that 
in Labeo, in the book called Posteriores, the question is discussed 
whether he can go so far as to take in a lodger, and Labeo says 
that a man who lives in the house himself can take in a lodger ; he 
also says he can take in guests as well as his freedmen 

3 Paulus (on Vitellius 3) and clients, 

4—2 
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4 Ulpianus {fm Scibinm 17) but that even such persons as 
these must not occupy the house without hinf. According however 
to a note by Proculus, dealing with the subject of lodgers, a person 
cannot be properly called a lodger (inquUintis) when he lives with 
the other. It follows from the above that, even if the usuary 
receives a rent, still, as long as he is occupying the house himself, 
this is not to be grudged him : suppose, for instance, that a man of 
inferior means has had left him the mus of such a spacious house 
that he is content with a small portion of it. AVe may add that the 
usuary may have with him such persons as he has to serve him in 
the place of slaves, though they should be in fact free or the slaves 
of another man. 1. If the tistis is left to a woman, then, as 
Quintus Mucius was the first to allow, she can have her husband 
living with her, because otherwise, if she chose to make use of the 
house, she would have to live unmarried. That, to take the con- 
verse case, a %vife may live with her husband, [if the u»u$ is his,] 
was never a matter of question. Suppose then the is be- 
queathed to a widow, would such a w'oman, if she contracted a 
second marriage after the was created, be at liberty to have 
her husband living with her? The true rule is, as Pomponius (b. 5) 
and Papinianus (Questions 19) agree, that she can have her 
husband to live with her, even if she marries after the ^mts is 
created. Pomponius goes fm-ther and says she can have her father- 
in-law too. 

•F 

5 PATJiitrs (ou SabinvjS 3) Indeed the father-in-law can have 
his daughter-in-law to live with him ; at any rate if her husband is 
there too. 

6 Ulpianus (m Sabinus 17) A woman may have living with 
her not only her husband but her children and freedmen or 
freedwomen, also her parents : Aiisto himself makes a note on 
Sabinus to this effect In fact we must go so far as to say that 
women can admit the same kind of persons as men can ; 

7 PoMPOBTius (on Sahimts 5) still a woman is not at liberty 
to admit an inmate where he is not one who can live with propriety 
in the same house as the woman herself who has the vstis. 

8 Ulpiaitos (on Sabinw 17) But those who are entitled to 
vms cannot let the house for exclusive occupation, nor allow 
persons to live in it without them, nor can they sell the usus. 
1. Should however the usus of a house be bequeathed to a woman 
on condition that she should be divorced from her husband, she must 
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be excused the condition, and she can have her husband living 
with her in the house.* This is approved of by Pomponius (b. .5). 

9 Paulxts {m, Sdbinus 3) Moreover, where the urns of 
anything at all is bequeathed, the rule is that the wife can 
have the ustis of it in common with her husband. 

0 Ulpianus (o»i Sahimis 17) Where what is bequeathed is a 
habitatio, it is asked whether such a bequest is the same thing as 
that of an usus. That the two bequests, of tmm and habitatio 
respectively, operate to much the same effect Papinianus himself 
admits (Questions 18). For example, the legatee of a habitatio 
cannot give it away, and he can only take in the same kinds of 
persons as a usuary can ; but the habitatio does not pass to the 
heir, as such, nor is it lost by non-user or capitis diminuUo. 

1. ’^ere what is left is ehrms, it may be fairly considered 
whether this is an imis ; as to which Papinianus says (Responsa 7) 
that in this case the nsns is left but not the fructm (produce) too. 

2. But if it is left in such words as the following ? “to such a one 
the usufruct of the house so that hen can live in it,” let us consider 
whether the legatee will have a habitatio and no more or will have 
the usufruct too. As to this, Proculus and Neratius hold that it is 
a legacy of the mere right of habitatio, which is a sound view. 
No doubt if the testator had said “the usm so that he can live 
there,” no one would hesitate to say that it was a good legacy [of 
?«8«s]. 3., It was a question among the old lawyers whether the 
habitatio was a right of dwelling for one year or would last for the 
party’s lifetime ; but Rutilius says that the right of habitatio is 
good for a lifetime, which view is confirmed by Oelsus {Dig. 18). 
4. If the VMfS of an estate is left, this, as all agree, is less than the 
favatm (produce), indeed far less. However let us consider what 
are the rights involved. According to Labeo the legatee is free to 
live on the estate, and he can forbid the owner to enter ; but he 
cannot forbid a tenant to enter, nor the owner’s gang of slaves, 
that is to say, such as are there to cultivate the land ; still, if the 
owner should send his domestic slaves there, such slaves can be 
forbidden to enter, on the same principle as that on which the 
owner himself can be forbidden. Labeo also says that the usuary 
can make exclusive use of the places that serve for storing wine 
and oil, but the owner cannot use them without the usuary’s 
consent. 

11 Gaixjs {Everyday pohds or golden things 2) The usuary 
has a right to remain on the land for so long only as he causes no 
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annoyance to the owner and is not in the way of the persons who 
cany on agricultural operations ; moreover' he cannot sell or let 
or give away for nothing to anyone else the right which he 
possesses. • 


12 Ulpiantis (on Sdbimis 17) He has a right to have the full 
use, if tlie usm of the country-seat and mansion are left him. No 
doubt we must on the whole say that the proprietor can^ come and 
take produce and, during the time required for getting the produce 
together, it must be allowed that he is at liberty to take up his 
abode there. 1. In addition to his right of living on the spot 
(JiaMtatio), a legatee of the imis will also have the right of 
walking about, as well as of riding or driving; Sabinus and 
Cassius add that he may use wood for ordinary daily purposes, 
also the garden, and take apples, kitchen vegetables and flowers, 
as well as draw water, not however so as to make a profit, his right 
is to use only, in short, it does not go so far as using up. Nerva 
says the same thing, but adds that he can use straw and sticks, 
though not leaves or oil or com or agricultural produce. Sabinus, 
Cassius, Labeo, and Proculus go further, and say that he may in 
feet take enough to maintain himself and his family out of what 
is grown on the estate, and thatkin cases where Nerva says he may 
not ; Juventius goes so far as to let him share the use with guests 
and friends, and this is, I think, the true view, as a usuary may be 
treated a little more liberally, in accordance with the cqpsideration 
due to a person to whom a bequest of usfus has been made. But 
the thin g s last mentioned he can, I should say, only use in the 
country-house ; as to apples, kitchen vegetables, flowers and wood, 
it is worth considering whether he can only use them on the spot 
or they can be actually brought into the town to him ; but we had 
better take the rule to be that they can be brought into the town, 
as this amounts to no great burden, if the estate yields a plentiM 
supply. 2. Where the bequest is oi the vsus of domestic animals, 
say a flock of sheep, according to Labeo, he can only use them for 
manuring purposes, he cannot take wool or lambs or milk, as these 
are rather of the natmre of produce. He may, I should say, go 
further and take under the head of usm a sm^ quantity of mUk, 
as the will of deceased persons is not to be construed with such 
extreme strictness. 3. If what is left is the usus of a herd of 
cattle, the legatee will have a right to every kind of use, whether 
for ploughing or any other purpose for which cattle are fit. 


1 Insert before Cf. M. 
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4. Where the usiis^ bequeathed is that of a stud of horses, we 
may consider whethjer the legatee can break them in and use 
them in harness for dmught. Sliould the -man to whom the miis 
of the horses is left ^be a charioteer, I should say that he cannot 
use them for the races in the circus, as this might be held to 
amount to letting them out; at the same time, if, when the 
testator left them, he knew that such was the legatee's profession 
and way of life, he may be supposed to have contemplated the 
very thing. 5. If the imis of an attendant {ministermm) is left 
anyone, he can use the slave to attend upon himself {ad mum 
ministerium) and his children and his wife, and he will not be held 
to have made his right over to another, if he makes use of the man 
along with them ; although, if the usus of a slave is left to a son 
under potestas or to a slave, then, inasmuch as such usiis will 
belong to the father or the owner, as the case may be, it imports 
a right of use on their part only, and not on the part of those 
subject to their potestas. G. The legatee cannot let out the 
services of a slave held in iisrn nor make them over to another ; 
this is maintained by Labeo ; how,,indeed, can a man make over 
services to another when he has to use them himself? However, 
Labeo himself holds that, if a man hires a farm, a slave in whom 
he has an tmis may work on it; what does it matter, he asks, in 
what way it is that he makes use of his services ? Accordingly, if 
a usuary should contract to work up wool, he can very well carry 
out the ^ork by means of slave women in which he has the mus, 
and again, if he contracts to make woven garments or to build a 
block of chambers, or a ship, he can employ for the purpose the 
services of a slave in whom he has the usus ; and this does not 
clash with the known opinion of Sabinus that, where the usus of a 
female slave is given, she cannot be sent to a wool factory, nor her 
services be let out for money, but the legatee must, as a matter of 
law, make the woman work the wool for himself ; of course, where 
the party does not let out the slave’s services, but simply executes 
the work which he undertook to do, he does work it for himself. 
This view is upheld by Octavenus too. 

13 Gaius {on the promwAal Edict 7) However Labeo holds that 
the slave himself or the slave woman can be required to pay money 
instead of rendering service. 

14 XJlpiasttjs {on Sabinus 17) If I make a stipulation or take 
delivery of something by means of a slave whom I hold in usuSy the 
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question arises whether I acquire anything, aijsuming that what is 
done is founded on my property or on the slave’s services. If it is 
founded on the slave’s service, it will be void, because a usuary 
cannot let out the slave’s services ; but, if it is founded on my 
property, the rule is that a slave whom I hold in will, by 
stipulating or taking delivery, acquire for me ; in feet, I should in 
the case supposed be using his services. 1. It makes no difference 
whether usufruct is bequeathed ovfructvs (produce) only ; frvetiis 
includes but nsus does not include fnictus, and though there 
cannot be fmetus without mus, there may be iisus without 
fructtis. To take a plain case : — ^if you have a bequest of the fnictus 
with reservation of the mvs, the bequest is void, so Pomponius says 
(on Sabinus 5) ; and he also says that in the case where there is 
a bequest of usufruct, but the fructus is revoked, the whole 
legacy must be held to be revoked, but where there is a bequest 
oi/ruetiis without usus, the usus must be held to be created too, 
just as it might be expressly created at the outset. If usufruct is 
bequeathed and nthen the usus is revoked, according to Aristo, this 
is no revocation at all, and this is the more indulgent view. 2. If the 
usm is first bequeathed and then the fruchis to the same person, 
Pomponius says the latter is united to the ^mls. He says also that 
if the usus is bequeathed to you aqd ihefruchis to me, then we take 
in common as far as the usus is concerned, but I alone am entitled 
to ihe fnictus. 3. It is possible, however, for the ttsus to go to one, 
fnictus without usus to another, and the bare property to a third ; 
suppose, for example, the owner of the estate bequeaths the usus 
to Titius, and after that his heir bequeaths the fiiietus to you or 
makes it over to you in some other way. 

15 PAtTLUS {on SoMnus 3) When the usus of land is bequeathed, 
the usuary will have a right to take of the edible produce thereof 
enough for a year, though not more, even if by that means the 
produce of an estate of average size should be consumed ; on the 
principle on which he might enjoy the usus of a house or a slave in 
such a way as to leave nothing over for anyone else under the head 
of produce. 1. Just as, where there is a bequest of the usm of 
land, the legatee cannot prevent the proprietor from being 
frequently on the spot with a view to agricultural operations, by 
doing which he would in fact be preventing the proprietor from 
enjoying the produce itself, so too the heir cannot do anything to 
prevent the legatee of the from making use of the land in the 

way in which a prudent householder ought to use it. 
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,6 PoMPOKixJS {cm ,8ahinm 5) If the m?cs of an estate is 
bequeathed in terms -which require it to be properly stocked and 
equipped, the legatee will have as full a claim to the use of the 
things constituting thq equipment of the estate as if the imcs of the 
things themselves had been bequeathed him expressly. 1. The 
actual proprietor is at liberty to keep guard over the estate or the 
house by means of a forester or a town-agent, [as the case may be,] 
even without the leave of the usufructuary or the usuary, as he has 
an interest in preserving the boundaries of the property. All this 
applies equally in whatever way the usufruct or the imis may be 
created. 2. When people have the tcsus of a slave and not the 
frmtm too, it is admissible that they should make him some present 
or that he should carry on some business with their money on the 
terms that whatever the slave acquires thereupon shall be his 
pecidkm with reference to them (the usuaries). 

7 Ajnic.AJsrtJS {Questiom 5) If the imcs of a house is bequeathed 

to a son under potestas or to a slave, I should say; this is a valid 
legacy, and the same kind of procedure is available for recovering 
it as would be if the produce had been bequeathed as well. 
Consequently the fother or the owner, [as the case may be,] may 
live in the house just as well when the son or the slave is absent as 
when he is on the spot. ' 

8 PATTiitrs {on Plaidim 9) If the mm of a dwelling-house is 
bequeathed without the fmetm, the obligation to execute repairs 
so as to keep the property wind and water-tight falls on the heir and 
the usuary equally. We may consider, however, whether the real 
rule is not this, that if the heir takes the produce he is‘ himself 
bound to repair, but if the thing the ^ims of which is bequeathed 
is of such a kind that the heir cannot take the produce, the legatee 
is compellable to repair it himself. This is in iact a reasonable 
distinction. 

9 The same {on ViteUim 3) There can be no bequest of a 
share in an vms ; a man can take produce to the extent of a share, 
but he cannot make use to the extent of a shai’e. 

0 IVIaecelltjs {Digest 13) If I am bequeathed the vms of a 
slave, the slave acquires for me if he acts as my commercial agent 
{imtitor) and I make use of his services in a shop ; in short, he 
acquires for me in buying and seDing wares ; and so he does by 
taking delivery of anything by my order. 


1 Read sit for est Of. M. 
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21 MoDBSTiNxrs {Rules 2) The usm of a. water is a personal 
right, consequently it cannot be transmitted to the heir of the 
usuary. 

22 PoMPONitrs {m Q. MuxAits 5) The Divine Hadrian, in a case 
where the usm of a forest was bequeathed to certain legatees, laid 
down that the produce too must be held to be bequeathed to the 
same persons ; because, unless the legatees were at liberty to cut and 
sell the timber in the way that usufractuaries are, they would take 
nothing by their legacy. 1. Although a legatee to whom the urns 
of a house is bequeathed should keep up such a small establishment 
that he cannot avail himself of the tism of the whole house, never- 
theless the unoccupied part cannot be used by the proprietor, because 
the usuary will have a right to use the whole from time to time as 
occasion may arise, the fact being that not uncommonly the very 
proprietor of a house uses some parts and leaves other parts unused, 
according to the requirements of the particular occasion. 2. When 
an us/iis is beqq eathed, if the legatee makes ampler use of the thing 
than he has a right to make, what does the duty of the judge 
prescribe who determines thS question how far the right of use 
extends? It comes to this, he must see that the legatee do not use 

otherwise than as the law allows. 

% 

23 Patjlus {on Nercdius 1) NEEATitrs. The person who has 
the bare property cannot in any way change the specific character 
of the thing held in usm. Pattltjs. The fact is that Jie is not at 
liberty to iter the position of the usuary for the worse; but he 
may alter it for the worse even where he changes the condition 
of the subject-matter^ for the better. 


IX. 

What kiitd op Undbetakihg is givek 

BY THE USXTFRUCTHABY. 

1 Ulpianxts {on the Edict 79) Where there is a usufruct 
bequeathed in anything, the prsetor thought it most in accordance 
with justice that the legatee should give two undertakings ; one to 
the effect that he would use the thing in such a way as would 
satisfy an impartial arbitrator, and the other that when the usufiruct 
should cease to belong to him he would restore what was left of it. 


1 Insert re before etiam. Of. M. 
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1. This stipulation 4s required to be made, whether the property 
is moveable or consists of land ; 2. and it must be added that the 
undertaking ought to be used for fideicomrA,is§a too. Again, there 
is no doubt that, if ia usufruct is created by a donation mortis 
causa, the undertaking ought to be given, as in the case of legacies ; 
and if the usufruct is created in any other way the rule is the 
same. 3. The party must promise that the usufruct shall be 
enjoyed in such wise as to satisfy a reasonable arbitrator, that 
is to say, that he will not bring down the prospective value of the 
usufruct, and that he will act in all respects as he would if the 
thing were his own property. 4. However the heir and the legatee 
will do well, if as soon as the legatee begins to take the produce, 
they have an attestation made as to the present state of the 
property, so that it may be made clear thereby whether the legatee 
has diminished its value, and, if so, how fe,r. 5. It was thought 
best that an undertaking should be given to the effect above 
mentioned by means of a stipulation, in order that, if the party 
should not use the thing in question agreeably to the judgment 
that would be given by a reasonable»arbitrator, it might be possible 
to sue on the stipulation at once ; and thus people do not have to 
wait till the usufruct expires. 6. The stipulation refers to two 
occasions in which it may come into operation ; there is first the 
case of the party using in some way which would not be approved 
of by a reasonable arbitrator, secondly the case in which the 
usufrtict » to be surrendered ; the former clause will take effect 
as soon as ever the usuary commits an irregularity in respect of 
the use such as is described, and it may take effect again and 
again; the second takes effect on the termination of the usufruct. 
7. With regard to the above statement that what there shall be 
left of the thing will have to be surrendered, the proprietor is not 
therein stipulating for the actual thing, as he would not be held to 
be capable of making any valid stipulation for his own property, 
he only stipulates that what there shall be left of it shall be sur- 
rendered. Still the engagement may comprise the putting a valua- 
tion on the property, for instance, [in view of a case] where a 
usufructuary who has it in his power to interrupt the acquisition 
of the property by use omits to do so ; as he undertakes thorough 
care of the thing ; 

2 PatjIiTTS {on the Edict 7S) in fact, the usufructuary is bound 
to answer for the custody. 
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3 Ulpiakxjs {on the Edict 79) This stipulation embraces eyeiy 
kind of contingency in which the usufruct TOuld be lost. 1. We 
must regard the usufinict as ceasing to belong to the party even 
where it has never yet begun to belong toehim at all, although 
it was given him as a legacy, and the stipulation can none the 
less be sued on, it being assumed that a thing ceases to belong to 
a man to whom it never did belong. 2. Where the usufruct is 
renewed by the legacy [for] every time it is lost, the stipulation 
can be sued on, unless the undertaking is worded so as to meet the 
case, but an exceptio will have to be raised. 3. Again, where the 
testator leaves you a usufruct, and, subject to the condition of your 
having children, the full proprietorship, then, if the usufruct should 
be lost, the above stipulation will be enforceable, but it will 
be a case for an exceptio, 4. If the heir disposes of the bare 
property, and after that the usufruct is lost, let us consider whether 
he can sue on the stipulation. Strictly speaking it may be held 
that in actual law the stipulation is not enforceable, because the 
thing cannot be*" handed over to the heir or his successors, and the 
person to whom it can be handed over, that is, the person who has 
become owner, was not privy to the stipulation ; however this 
last-mentioned person must look out for himself by making a 
separate stipulation at the time •when his ownership is acquired ; 
indeed, even if he has not done so, he can still have recourse to an 
action in rem. 

m 

4 Vbntjleius {Stipvkvtians 12) If the [u8u]fiTictuary acquires 

the property, then, as the usuftuct is merged, it ceases to belong 
to him ; but if an action is brought against him on the stipulation, 
the proper rule is that either the action fails, even in direct law, if 
we go so far as to apply to this case the principles which guide a 
reasonable arbitrator, or else the defendant must raise a special 
eseeeptio. 

5 TTtiP tais ttts (ojj, the Edict 79) The stipulation contains an 
assurance that no malicious fraud has been committed or will be 
committed, and, the reference to such fi.’aud being drawn in rem, it 
is held to include fraud on the part of anyone, whether a successor 
or an adoptive father. 1. If the bequest is of usfus without 

the praetor orders security to be given without the article of 
produce being referred to ; and quite rightly, the object being 
that the undertaking should relate to use ordy, not produce as 
welL 2. Consequently it is equally true that if what is acquired 
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is the right io frmtm without the stipulation is in place. 
3. And where a right^of hahitatio is left or the service of a man or 
of any animal at all, the stipulation is required, although these 
rights are not modelled on usufruct altogether. 

6 Paulus {mi the Edict 75) The same rule applies to returns 
fi’om an estate, for example when there is a bequest of vintage or 
harvest ; as if the things which on the death of the legatee revert 
to the heir were taken in pursuance of the bequest of a usufructs 

7 Ulpiaxus {on the Edict 79) Where something was de- 
livered in pursuance of a usufruct, but security was not given, then, 
according to Proculus, the heir can sue to recover the thing, and if 
he is met with an exceptio to the effect that the thing was delivered 
in pursuance of a usufruct, he has a good replication. This view is 
sound in principle ; but a personal action can still be brought to 
compel the giving of the actual undertaking. 1. Where there is a 
bequest of the usufruct of a sum of money, the stipulation ought to 
make express mention of the two cases referred to in the words ‘^shall 
be given when you die or suffer capitis dimirvutio.^' The reason 
why these two cases alone are to be mentioned is that it is in such 
cases only that the use of a sum of money can be lost. 

8 Paulus {on the Edict 75) If the usufruct is bequeathed to 
you and the bare property to me, the undertaking must be given to 
me ; but if the bare property is bequeathed to me on a condition, 
some authorities, including Marcianus, hold that the undertaking 
should be given both to the heir and to me ; and this is a sound 
view. Again, if the property is bequeathed to me, and, when it 
should cease to belong to me, to another, then again the under- 
taking should be given to both, as was held in the case mentioned 
above. If the usufruct is bequeathed to two jointly, they will be 
bound to give undertakings to one another and also to the heir, 
such undertakings containing a reference to the contingency 
expressed in the following form of words ; to give up the usufruct 
10 the heir, if the right to the same does not pertain to the other 
co-legatee.^' 

9 ULPiAisrus {on the Edict 51) If a usufimct is bequeathed to 
me, and I am requested to hand it over to Titius, it is worth con- 
sidering who is bound to give the undertaking ; is it Titius or I, the 

^ Head quasi for quarrwis and transpose qtuB and legato. So M. suggests, 
rather than despair of the passage. 
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legatee ? or shall we say that the heir can sue me and that I must 
sue the beneficiary ? The simplest rule is the»following : — if I have 
any contingent interest? in the usufruct left in my hands, so that it 
may possibly revert to me, in other words to the legatee, when you 
lose it, the matter can be disposed of by you, [Titius,] giving the 
undeiiaking to me and my doing the same to the bare proprietor. 
But if the usufruct was left me for the sake of the beneficiary, and 
there is no chance of its reverting to me, then the beneficiary 
ought to give the undertaking to the bare proprietor directly. 
1. One thing is certain, that whether a man has a usufruct by direct 
law or even by the help of the praetor, in any case the usufructuary 
is compellable to give the undertaking or defend any actions 
brought. 2. It is true that if the bare property is bequeathed to 
anyone from and after a given day, but the bequest of usufruct is 
immediate, then the rule is, according to Pomponius, that the 
usufructuary should be excused the undertaking, because it is certain 
that the property will come to him or his heir. 3. If what 
is bequeathed is*a usufruct in dress, then, according to Pomponius, 
though the heir should stipulate that the dress should be given up 
on the termination of the usufroct, still the promisor does not incur 
any liability if he gives it up in a worn condition without deliberate 
ill intention. 4. Where several persons are bare proprietors, each 
will stipulate with reference to his own share. 

10 Patous {on the Edict 40) If you and I have § slave in 
common, and I bequeath the usufruct in him to you, the under- 
takiug will be required for the benefit of my heir ; it is true that he 
can take proceedings with regard to the actual property by an action 
commwni dvddAindo, but the matter of a usufiruct to which you 
have an undivided title does not come within the scope of the 
judge’s duty who hears the action in question. 

11 PAPiNLAsrus (Besponsa 7) Where the mus of a house is left, 
an undertaking ought still to be given to use in such manner as to 
satisfy a reasonable arbitrator ; and it would not alter the case if 
the fatlier desired that his sons, being heirs, should occupy fhe 
house along with his widow, who is legatee. 

12 Ulplavus {on Sabinm 18) If what is left is the usufiruct of 
actual vases the undertaking mentioned in the senatorial decree will 
not be required, but only the one which says that the party wiU use 
and take profit so as to satisfy a reasonable arbitrator. If then the 
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vases were delivered in order that the deliveree may get the pi*ofit 
of them, no one hesitates to say that the property in them does not 
pass to the person who received them ; as in fact it was not intended in 
the delivery of them tbfit the person who delivered should part with 
the property, but that the legatee should use and take the profit. 
Accordingly, the vases not becoming the property of the fractuary, 
they can be recovered by the owner by means of a vindicatio, 
though no undertaking was given. It is of course established that 
no one can recover his own property by a personal action except 
from a thief. 



EIGHTH BOOK. 


I 

On Servitudes. 

1 Marcianus {Rides 3) Servitudes are either attached to 

persons, as in the case of mm and usufruct, or to things, as in the 
case of rastic apd urban estates. 

2 Ulpiantts {on the Edict* 17) Where a house is owned in 
common, one of the owners cannot by liimself subject it to a 
servitude. 

• 

3 PauIiUS {on the Edict 21) Of servitudes attached to estates 
some regard the soil and some the surface. 

4 ^P-^inianus {Questions 7) Servitudes cannot in^direct law 
be created from and after a given day, or to last until a given day, 
or so as to depend on a condition, or to last until a given conditional 
event, for example, as long as I choose, stih, if any such qualifica- 
tion is made, a person who sues to recover the servitude against 
the terms agreed upon can be met by an exceptio of pactum} or of 
dolm ; this Cassius tells us is to be Wnd in an opinion of Sabinus, 
and is his own view. 1. It is settled that servitudes can be 
qualified by expressing certain limitations, as by saying what kind 
of transport may be used or may not be used, for instance, that it 
must always be by horse, or that no more than a given weight shall 
be conveyed, or that such and such a flock shall be driven, or that 
charcoal shall be carried. 2. Where inteiwals of so many days or 
hours are specified, this does not deal with the question when the 
servitude shall exist, but only with the mode of enjoyment of a 
servitude legally created. 


‘ Ins. par before Of. M. 



On Servitudes 


66 


TIT. l] 

5 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) Via (roadway), iter (path- 
way), actm (driftway), "'and dxvctus aquce (water-course), are created 
in much the same ways as those in which we have already said that 
a usufruct is created.^ 1. The enjoyment of a servitude may be 
given with particular limitation as to the time for it, for instance, 
it may be undei'stood that the party is to enjoy the servitude 
from the third hour until the tenth hour, or that he shall have 
it every other day. 

6 Paulus {on the Edict 21) A servitude can be either released 
or created as to a certain portion of the land exclusive of the rest. 

7 ULPiAmis {on the lex Jtdia et Papia 13) The right to 
conduct a drain is a servitude. 

8 Paulus {on Plautius 15) A servitude cannot be created to 

the effect that a man shall be at liberty to pluck apples, or to walk 
about, or to dine on another man’s ground. 1. If your land serves 
me, then if I come to be owner of a share in your land or you of a 
share in mine, the servitude is in both cases retained as to a part 
\per partes\ though it could not have been originally acquired as 
to a part. ** 

9 Oelsus {Digest 5) If a via over anyone’s land is conveyed 
or bequeathed to a man without more^, he will be at liberty to walk 
or drive without restriction, that is to say over any part of the land 
that he likes ; only, however, in a reasonable way, as the language 
which people use is always subject to some tacit reservation. The 
party cannot be allowed to walk or drive through the house itself, 
or straight across the vineyards, when he might have gone some other 
way with equal convenience and with less damage to the servient 
land. It is in fact an established rule that, wherever it was that he 
directed his course at the outset, he is bound to walk or drive that 
way only, and he has no power after that to change his direction. 
This was the opinion of Sabinus himself ; that writer argued from 
the case of a water-course, which, he saii the party could at first 
carry in any direction he pleased, but, when it had been once made 
in any particular direction, he was not at liberty to carry it some- 
where else ; and it is perfectly true that this rule ought to be 
observed with a via as well. 


M. J. II. 


1 Read simplicUer for simplicim* Of M. 
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10 The same {Digest 18) AVhere a right of iter is be- 

queathed which cannot be enjoyed without special works being 
executed, then, according to Proculus, the legatee has a right to 
make a pathway by means of levelling or substructure. 

11 Modesxintts {Differences 6) It is commonly I’eceived that a 
servitude cannot be acquired in respect of a share of ownership ; 
consequently, if a man who has an estate stipulates for a via and 
afterwai’ds disposes of a share in his estate, he vitiates the stipula- 
tion by putting matters into a position in which such stipulation 
could not at the outset have been validly made. Again, a via 
cannot be either bequeathed or revoked in respect of a share, 
and if either is done [in words], the bequest or revocation is void. 

12 jAVOLEiirus {Epistles 4) I have no doubt that a seivitude 
can be lawfully acquired through a slave, so as to be attached to 
land belonging to a municipality. 

13 PoMPONi'Dg {cm QuintViS Mucins 14) If there is a gift of a via, 

but the space pointed out for it is so narrow that neither a carriage 
nor a horse can be got into it, it will be held that what is acquired 
is an Hear, rather than a via or an acbiis : if however a horse could 
be taken along it, but not a vehicle too, it will be held that what 
is acquired is an actus. * 

14 Paulxjs {cm 8aMnus 15) Servitudes of rustic estates, 
although attached to corporeal things, are nevertheless incorporeal, 
and for that reason they are never acquired by use ; (Sr the reason 
may be that they are servitudes of such a character that they are 
not subjects of detenninate and continuous possession ; as no one 
can use a path so constantly and continuously that his possession of 
it cannot be held to be intermitted for any moment. The same 
rule is applied to servitudes of urban estates too. 1. The servitude 
of an iter giving access to a burial-place will remain a matter of 
private property, and consequently it can be released to the owner 
of the servient estate ; moreover it can be acquired even where 
the religious character of the burial-place is already established. 
2. Where a piece of public ground or a public road lies between 
[two estates], a servitude of drawing water can stiU be created, 
though a water-course cannot ; however, the practice is to petition 
the Emperor that the party may be at liberty to make a water- 
course across a public road in such a manner as not to incommode 
the public. If what lies in the way is a spot which is consecrated 
or religious, this prevents even the servitude of an iter ; as no one 
can have any servitude over such land. 
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15 PoMPONitrs (on Sabinm 33) Wherever a [su])posed] servitude 
cannot belong to any person or attach to any estate, then, inasmuch 
as no neighbour has any interest therein, it has no valid existence ; 
take, for example, a servitude to the effect that you shall not walk 
over your own estate or be upon it. Hence, if you grant me a 
servitude to the effect that you shall have no right to the use and 
produce of your own estate, this is inoperative ; it would be a 
different thing if it were to the effect that you should have no right 
to take water on your own estate in order to diminish my supply, 
1. It is not of the nature of servitudes that a man should [have to] 
do anything ; for instance, remove shrubs so as ^ to afford a more 
pleasing view, or, with the same object, paint something on his own 
ground ; but only that he should submit to something being done 
or abstain from doing something. 

16 JuLiANTJS (Digest 49) When a man has taken an estafe by 
way of security for debt, it is not unjust that he should have allowed 
him an utUis cKtio to enforce a servitude attached to it, just as he 
will be allowed an utilis actio to recover the estate itself. It is 
quite understood that the same rule is observed as to a man who is 
a tenant of vectigalian land (a perpetual lease). 

L7 PoMPONius (Etdes) It is impossible for a share in a via, 
iter, actus, or water-course to be made the subject of an obligation 
[to grant it], as the use of such rights is undivided ; consequently 
where a maji who has stipulated for any such servitude dies leaving 
several heirs, any one heir can sue for the whole via, and, if the 
promisor dies leaving several heirs, there is a right of action for the 
whole against any one of them separately. 

L8 PAULtrs (Questions hy Pa/piniomm 31, notV) In aU cases 
where servitudes are extinguished by merger on entry by the heir, 
it has been laid down that a legatee [of the servient estate] will be 
barred by an exeeptio, if he decline to let the servitude be created 
again. 

L9 Labbo (Posferiores epUomi&ed hy Julia/nus 4) I am of 
opinion that where a man sells an estate, it can be subjected to a 
servitude [in his favour], even if such servitude should be of no use 
to him ; suppose, for instance, some vendor should have no object 
in * having a water-course, still that servitude might be created [in his 
fevour] ; there are some things which people are able to® possess even 
where they are of no use to them. 

^ Eead ut for aut. C£ M. et Bas. 

® del debere. M. * del debere. M. 
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20 Javolbntts {Extracts from. Labeo's Po^riores 5) Whenever 

a roadway or any other right to be attached to an estate is being 
purchased, Labeo holds that an undertaking should be given to the 
effect that nothing will be done by you [the vendor] which will 
prevent the purchaser being able to use the right in question, as 
there is no such thing as clear delivery of a right of that kind. I 
should say myself that the exercise of the right must be treated as 
equivalent to delivery of possession, and for this reason interdicts 
have been established answering to possessory ones. 

II. 

Ok Sbryittoes of Uebak Estates. 

1 Paulus {on the Edict 21) If public ground or a public road 
comes in the way, this does not hinder the servitude of a via or an 
actus or a right to raise the height of a building, but it hinders a 
right to insert a beam, or to have an overhanging roof or other 
projecting^ structure, also one to the discharge of a flow or drip of 
rain-water, because the sky over the ground referred to ought to 
be unobscTired. 1. If you have the usufruct and I have the bare 
property in a house which is subject to the servitude of support to 
the neighbour’s building, I am liable to be sued in respect of the 
whole, and you are not liable at all. 

2 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) Eights attadSied to urban 
estates are such as follows .-—that of raising a building higher and 
stopping the neighbour’s lights, that of preventing such raising, also 
that of discharging eavesdrip on to the roof or the vacant ground 
belonging to a neighbour, or the servitude of not being free to 
discharge it ; also the right of letting beams into the neighbour’s 
wall, lastly that of having a projecting house or other structure and 
other similar rights. 

3 IlLPiAKtrs {on Scdrmus 29) There is also such a servitude as 
that of a right to enjoy an unobstructed prospect. 

4 PAUiiirs {Institutes 2) Where ® servitudes of lights are created, 

what people are held to acquire is a right to the effect that some 
neighbour of theirs shall have to submit to their lights {lumina 
nostra excipicct) ; but, if the servitude imposed is that lights shall 
not be blocked, what they are on the whole held to acquire is this, 


'Ear proMbmdi reaA. prc^iendi. 0£ M. 
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that the neighbour shall have no right to raise his own building 
against their will so ■>as to diminish the flow of light to their 
building. 

6 Ulpianus {on the^ Edict 17) When we speak of a tbing 
being against a man’s will in the matter of a servitude, we must 
understand this to imply not that he expressly objects, but that he 
does not consent. Accordingly Pomponius holds (b. 40) that a 
thing may properly be said to be against the will of an infant or 
lunatic ; the expression does not refer to the act which is done, 
but to the existence of a right to do it of the nature of a servitude. 

6 Gatcts {on the provincial Edict 7) These servitudes, exactly 
like those of rustic estates, are lost by non-user after lapse of a 
specific period ; subject however to this distinction, that they are 
not lost by non-user as a matter of course, but only where the 
[servient] neighbour acquires freedom by the user of the same. 
Suppose, for instance, your house serves my house in this way, that 
your house must not be raised higher, lest it obstructYny lights, and, 
that being the case, I keep my windows blocked up or built up 
for the period prescribed ; I stiU lose my right only in case you 
have had your house raised and standing higher throughout the 
same period ; but, if you made no alteration, I retain the servitude. 
Again, if your house is subject to a servitude of having a beam let 
into it, and I take the beam out, I do not lose any right, unless you 
fill up the cavity out of which the beam was taken, and keep things 
in that con3ition for the required time ; but, if you make no altera- 
tion, the^ servitude remains unaflected. 

7 PoMPOHros {on Quintus Mucius 26) With regard to the 

statement that I may succeed in acquiring freedom for my building 
by user of the same, it is said by Mucius that I could not have 
acquired it as well by having a tree planted on the same spot ; and 
this is perfectly sound, because a tree would not I’emain in the 
same precise posture and condition as a wall would, owing to the 
natural movement of the tree. 

8 Gaixjs (o% the provinekd Edict 7) AVhere a wall is on 

natural principles common [to two houses], it is not lawful for one 
of the two neighbours to pull it down or repair it, as he is not sole 
owner. 

9 Ulpiantts {on the Edict 43) WTiere a man, by raising the 
height of his own house, cuts off the flow of light to that of his 

del mum. 0£ M. 
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neighbour, but is not subject to a servitude in respect of the latter, 
there is no right of action against him. • 

10 Maecbllus {Digest 4) Gaui-us to Marcellus : — I own two 
houses, and one of them I bequeath to yok ; [after my death] my 
heir raises the height of the other, and obstructs your light : can 
you take any ^ proceedings against him ? and do you think that it 
makes any difference whether the house which he raises was his 
own or is one which he has as heir? I desire your opinion on 
another point too ; namely, whether the heir is bound to allow 
access to the property bequeathed through a house which belongs 
to a different owner [from the legatee]^, a question often asked 
where there is a bequest of the usufruct in a piece of ground to 
which there is no access to be had, except through the land of 
some other person [than the usufructuary]. Marcellus replied as 
follows : — Where a man who had two houses has bequeathed one of 
them, there is no doubt that his heir has a right to stop the access 
of light to the. one bequeathed by raising the height of the other ; 
and the same must be said where a man bequeaths a house to one 
person and the usufruct of another house to another. But we 
cannot always apply a similar rule to the case of a right of way ; 
because a legacy of usufruct is worth nothing without a right of 
access, whereas a man can live in a house even where it is 
darkened. In feet, where there is a legacy of the usufruct of 
some spot, access ought to be given as weU, since if what was left 
were a right to draw water, a right of way for the*purpose of 
drawing water would be given too. It should be observed that the 
heir is allowed to build out the light and darken the house 
bequeathed only to an extent which does not cause the light to be 
shut out entirely, but leaves remaining so much as the inmates 
require for reasonable daily use and enjoyment. 

11 Ulpianus {on the Office of Consul 1) Where a man wishes 
to block out his neighbours’ lights or to construct anything at all 
which interferes with their convenience, he must bear in mind that 
he is bound to observe the form and position of the original 
buildings. 1. If you have got no agreement with your neighbour 
as to how high a building which you have taken in hand to 
construct may be raised, you can have an arbiter appointed. 

12 JAVOLBBtrs {Extracts from Cassius 10) Where buildings are 

subject to a servitude to the effect that no part of them is to 

1 Bead numquid for quid. Cf. M. 

^ ProbaWy to the heir himself. 
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be raised in height,, they may veiy well have shrubs placed upon 
them in excess of that height, but if the servitude is one of 
prospect, and the shrubs would be in the^way, they cannot be 
so placed. j 

13 Proculus {Epistles 2) A man named Hiberus, who has a 
block of chambers at the back of my warehouses, built some 
bathrooms against our party-wall ; at the same time a man has no 
right to have tubes brought up against a party-wall ; just as, in 
fact, he has no right even to build another wall of his own^ over it 
The rule applies the more strongly in the case of the tubes for the 
fact that they cause the wall to be scorched by the fire : so I wish 
you would speak to Hiberus about the matter, and prevent him 
from doing what a man has no right to do. Proculus replied : — 
“I do not suppose Hiberus has any doubt in this case that he is 
doing an illegal act in setting up tubes against a party-wall.” 
1. According to the opinion of Capito, it is lawful to put facing on 
a party-wall, just as I am at liberty to have on such a wall paintings 
of very great value ; at the same time, if the neighbour pulls the 
wall down and proceedings are tsJken for damnum infecttm, 
by way of action on [the regular] stipulation, such paintings cannot 
be valued at a higher rate than ordinary stucco ; and the same rule 
must be observed with the facing. 

14 Papirius Justus (on Imperial enadmerds 1) The Emperors 
Antoninus, Augustus and Severus Augustus declared by rescript, 
with reference to vacant ground over which no one has a servitude, 
that the owner, or anyone else with his consent, is free to build on 
it, if he leaves clear the statutable space between the spot and the 
neighbouring block. 

16 Ulpianus (on Sabinus 29) Various differences are main- 
tained in practice between the servitude of not blocking out lights 
(ne Ivmimbm officiatur) and that of not interfering with the 
prospect (ne prospeetui off&ndatur) ; as, in the case of the 
prospect, the dominant owner has this particular advantage, that 
nothing may be constructed so as to prevent his having a pleasing 
and unimpeded view, but, in the case of the lights, the right 
enjoyed is that the servient owner shall erect nothing by which the 
other’s lights would be obscured. Accordingly, whatever he does 
which tends to impede the light can be put a stop to, if there is 
a servitude existing, and there can be a “notification of novel 

^ For mumper read mp&r. Of. M. 
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structure ” served on him, supposing, that is, that his operations 
are such as to interfere with the light. , 

16 Paulus {EpitOTfies of Alfenm's Digest 2) Light means 
a view of the sky, and there is a differen^ce between light and 
prospect; a prospect may exist in respect of places on a lower 
level, but there can be no light enjoyed from a place on a lower 
level. 

17 XJlpianus {on Sabinus 29) If a man plants a tree so as to 
shut out [a dominant owner’s] light, it may perfectly well be said 
that he acts in violation of the servitude created ; even a tree 
causes a smaller extent of sky to be seen. But if what is placed on 
the spot in no respect impedes the light, but only keeps off the 
sunshine, then, if it is done in a place where it was more agreeable 
to be without sunshine, it may be said that the party does not do 
anything in violation of the servitude ; but if he does it over 
against a room meant to be exposed to the sun {heliocaminus), or 
a sundial, then' it must be said that, by causing shade in a place 
where sunshine was indispensable, he is acting in violation of the 
servitude created. 1. If a man, on the other hand, should remove 
a building or, say, branches of trees, with the result that a spot 
which up to that time was in the shade comes to be fully exposed 
to the sunshine, he does not violate the servitude ; the servitude to 
which he was subject was to the effect that he should not obscure 
the light, but, in the case in question, he does not obscure the 
light, he lets light in to an excessive extent. 2. However, there are 
cases in which it may be said that even a man who removes or 
lowers a building does obscure the light, where, for example, light 
found its way into the house by reflexion or some sort of 
repercussion. 3. The following clause in an agreement for delivery 
of a house, — “eavesdrip to be such as it is now,” — ^imports that 
neighbours are under the necessity of admitting eavesdrip, it does 
not go so far as this, that the purchaser himself is to submit 
to eavesdrip from the adjoining buildings ; so that what the vendor 
engages is that he enjoys a servitude in respect of eavesdrip but that 
he is subject to none in favour of anyone else. 4. What is here 
said as to eavesdrip must be understood to be true of all other cases 
of servitudes too, where no express agreement is made to a different 
effect. 

18 PoMPONiTTS {on, ScMims 10) If pipes through which you 
conduct water are laid against my house and do me an injury, 
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I have a good right, of action in factum, but I can also call upon 
you to give an undertaking by way of stipulation against domnum 
infeettim. 

19 Paultjs (pn Sal/mus 6) According to Proculus, a pipe 
attached to a party-wall and supplied with water from a cistern or 
from rainfall is a thing which cannot legally be had ; at the same 
time an adjoining proprietor cannot be prevented from having 
a bath against such a wall, though the wall should contract 
moisture thereby, any more than he could be prevented from 
spilling water in his own dining-room or his bedchamber. How- 
ever Neratius says that if a warm bathroom is used in such a way 
as to keep up constant moisture, and this is a nuisance to the 
adjoining owner, it can be put a stop to. 1. A cliamber made 
of earthenware constructed against a party- wall is a tiling which 
may legally be had, if it is so supported as to remain standing even 
when the wall is taken down, always provided it does not interfere 
with the repair of the party-walL 2. Sabinns says wery reasonably 
that I have a right to place a set of steps against a party-wall, 
because this is a thing which can l5e taken dov'n again. 

20 The same {on Sabimis 15) Servitudes which affect only the 
surface of the soil are kept alfre by possession ; suppose, for 
instance, I have a beam reaching from my house and let into' 
yoursS then, by means of the beam, I possess the easement of 
having it w) let in®. A similar result will follow if I have a balcony 
resting on something on your ground, or I discharge eavesdrip on to 
your ground, as, in that case, I make use of something which 
is within your precincts, and so® have possession [of an easement] 
by what may be called an act of mine. 1. If yom' courtyard is on 
a higher level than my house, and you have granted me a right of 
way on foot or by carriage to my house across your courtyard, but 
there is no level approach across such courtyard, I have a right to 
construct steps or a sloping approach by my door, so long as I do 
not, with a view to maintaining the way, break the place up more 
than is necessary. 2. If a building from which eavesdrip is dis- 
charged is taken down with a view to its being replaced by another 
of the like form and character, it is requisite in the general interest 
that the latter should be regarded as the same building ; whereas, 

* del hc^iendi con$ttettcdinefn. Of. M. : even so the passage must be corrupt ; 
sense, on the whole, clear. 

® For si read sic. C£ M. 
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no doubt, if you take a strict view of the matter, what is erected in 
the second instance is a different building, and, consequently, by the 
removal of the old building, any usufruct in the same is lost, true as 
it may be that the site of a building is a pa^ of it. 3. If a servi- 
tude of eavesdrip is created, it is not lawful for the o^vner of the 
servient ground to build on the spot to which the eavesdrip has 
reached. 4. If the eavesdrip was originally discharged from the tiles, 
it cannot afterwards be legally discharged from a floor made 
of beams or other material. 5. In whatever way a right to dis- 
charge eavesdrip is acquired, the discharge may be made from 
a higher level, as the servitude thereby becomes less burdensome, 
because water that falls from a height falls with a less forcible im- 
pact, and sometimes is carried away and does not reach the place on 
which the servitude attaches ; but the discharge cannot lawfully be 
carried lower down, because that would make the servitude more 
burdensome, that is to say, instead of a drip it would be a stream. 
For a similar reason, the discharge of eavesdrip may be carried back, 
because then the fall will begin more on the property of the 
dominant owner, but it cannot be carried forward, because then it 
would fall on a different spot from that to which the servitude 
applies ; the dominant owner is at liberty to make the discharge 
more tolerable, but not more burdensome ; in short, it ought to be 
.understood that the position of a servient neighbour may legally 
be altered for the better, but not for the worse, unless some express 
[provision for an] alteration was made at^ the creation of the servi- 
tude. 6. A man who builds on vacant ground which is subject to 
a servitude of eavesdrip is at liberty to bring up his building to the 
place from which the fall comes ; indeed, if the fall takes place on 
to the building itself, he is allowed to carry the building higher, 
provided always the drip is duly submitted to. 

21 PoMPOKitrs {on Sabinus 33) If your house is subject to two 
distinct servitudes in favour of my buildings, viz. first that it is not 
to be raised higher, and secondly that it must receive rain-water 
from off my buildings, and I thereupon grant you the right to raise 
your house without my consent, the rule which will have to be laid 
down, as far as my eavesdrip is concerned, is as follows : if, on your 
house being raised higher, it would become impossible for my rain- 
water to be discharged on to it, you will for that reason not be at 
liberty to raise it ; but if the discharge would not be interfered 
with, you are at liberty to raise it. 

* Ins. in after nominatim. M. 
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22 JuLiANTTS {Exiraets from Minieius 2) The owner of a 
building can subject»his neighbour to a servitude of such a kind 
that he gives an undei‘taking with referefice not only to lights 
actually existing, butjto any that may afterwards be created. 

23 PoMPONlus (o;i Sahinm 33) If a servitude is created with 
these words : — “ lights now existing to remain as they are,” this is 
not held to involve any provision as to future lights; but if the 
words of the undertaking are “ lights not to be built out,” this ex- 
pression leaves it doubtful whether it is only meant that lights now 
existing are not to be built out, or subsequent lights are included 
too. The more indulgent construction is that the expression, being 
general, refers to all lights, whether they exist at the moment or 
come to exist after the date of the agreement. 1. Even a building 
which is yet to be made, but does not at present exist, may be 
subjected to a servitude or have one attached to it. 

24 Patjltts {on Sahinus 15) Whoever has a building which is, 
with good right, superposed on another may lawfully bmld on the 
top of his own structure as high as ‘he pleases, so long as this does 
not [tend to] impose on the buildings underneath a more burden- 
some seiwitude than they ought to have to bear. 

• 

25 PoMPONius {on Sabioiits 33) The above rule applies to cases 
in which something is inserted from one building into another; 
this bein^ the only way in which a man can have an upper building 
superposed on another which is not his. 1. There are three 
houses standing on an incline, of which the house in the middle 
serves the uppermost house, but the lowest is subject to no 
servitude, and a party-wall which divides the middle house from 
the lowest is raised in height by the owner of the lowest house. 
In this case, according to Sabinus, the owner last mentioned can 
legally keep the wall so raised. 

26 Paultjs {on Sahimts 15) In a case of common property it 
is not open to either owner, in virtue of a servitude, to construct 
anything without the consent of the other or to prevent the other 
from constructing anything ; as no one can have a servitude over 
his own property. Accordingly, seeing the endless contests that 
nnght arise, it generally comes to a partition. However, by means 
of the action communi dimdundo, one part-owner can prevent works 
being executed by the other or procure that the other shall remove 
any work that he has executed already, provided such removal*is 
advisable in the joint interest of both. 
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27 PoMPONitrs ton Sabinus 33) But if you and I own the Titian 
house in common, and something is unlawfully inserted fi’om that 
house into another belonging to me in severalty, I have a right to 
bring an action for damages against you on afcount of it or to have 
a partition^ of the property. The same is the case whei’e, in a 
similar way, some part of your house has been made to reach over 
a house belonging to you and me in common, as I have an action 
in my own person against you. 1. If you are going to build upon 
ground common to you and another, your fellow-owner has a right 
to stop you, even though you should have a right to build given you 
by the adjacent owner, as you have no right to build on common 
property^ without the consent of the other part-o'wner. 

28 Patjlus {on Sabinus 15) An opening made at the bottom of 
the wall of a [neighbour’s] apartment or dining haU and intended 
[by him] to be used for the purpose of washing the floor is not held 
to imply the seiwitude of discharging a stream nor to be a thing a 
right to which «an be acquired by lapse of time. This is true on 
the assumption that no water comes to the spot in question iu the 
form of rain, as what is efiectefl by human hands has no perpetual 
cause ; but water that falls from the heavens, although it does not 
keep on without interruption, still has a natural cause, and therefore 
is regarded as being produced perpetually, and aU real servitudes 
are required to depend on causes that are perpetual, for which 
reason it is impossible to grant a right to a water-com’se which is 
supplied by a reservoir or a standing pool. The servitude of a 
right to discharge eavesdrip is also required to depend on a 
natural and perpetual cause. 

29 PoMPONius (on Qumtus Mudus 32) Accordingly if the 
adjacent proprietor suffers any damage owing to an opening such as 
above mentioned, in respect of which there is no servitude, we must 
say that it is a case for a stipiilation against damnum infectfim. 

30 Patjlits (on Sabinus 15) If a man purchases and takes 
delivery of a house which serves his own house, the servitude is 
merged and taken away, and, should he wish to sell the house again, 
the servitude must be expressly renewed ; otherwise the house will 
be sold free. 1. If I acquire a share in an estate over which I 
have a servitude, or in respect of which I am subject to a servitude, 

^ "Similpartiri torperdere. Of M. : otherwise the translation must be “or to 
lose my property.” 

* Bead in re for injure. 0£ M. 
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it is held that the servitude is not merged, as it still exists in respect 
of a share. Hence, if my estate serves your estate, and thereupon 
you^ deliver to me a share in your estate hnd I deliver to you a 
share in mine, the servitude remains. Again, the acquisition of a 
usufruct in either of the two estates will not interrupt the 
servitude. 

SI The same {on the Edict 48) If the heir, being ordered by 
testament not to obscure the lights of an adjacent owner, but to 
allow him a servitude, pulls down the [servient] building, the 
legatee [adjacent owner] must have an utilis actio allowed him by 
which the heir can be stopped, if he afterwards attempts raising 
the building above the old limit. 

32 Jtjliakus {Digest 7) My house serves the house of Lucius 
Titius and that of Publius Msevius, [the servitude in both cases 
being] to the effect that I may not raise the height of my house, 
whereupon I ask Titius’s leave to raise it, and I keep it so raised for 
the legal period ; in this case I acquire by user freedom from the 
servitude as against Publius Msevius, as Titius and Msevius did not 
have one servitude between them, but two respectively. This view 
derives support from the consideration that, if either of the two 
were to release me from the servitude, I should thereby be free so 
far only as that one was concerned, but I should be under a servitude 
in favour of the other just as much as before. 1. Freedom from a 
servitude*is acquired by user where the house is kept in possession 
[and not otherwise] ,• accordingly, if a man who has raised the 
height of a house [in violation of a servitude] goes out of possession 
of the house before the expiration of the legal period, such ac- 
quisition is interrupted ; and then anyone else who comes into 
possession of the same house will acqxiire freedom by user by lapse 
of the entire legal period. The fact is that the nature of servitudes 
is such that they cannot be possessed, but the person who possesses 
the [dominant] tenement is regarded as possessing the servitude. 

33 PAtTLtrs {Epitomes of Al/enus’s Digest 5) The person whc 
is bound to replace a column which afforded support to anadjaceni 
house in virtue of a servitude is the owner of the servient house 
not the party who desires to enjoy the support ; as, where part ol 
the written terms of a contract for sale of a house was as follows 
“the wall is to continue to give the same support that is given now,’ 


1 Ins. tu before tuorum. Of. M. 
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this Tery plainly implies that a wall was required to exist in 
perpetuity ; no doubt it is not declared by these words that the 
same wall is to be there for ever, which in fact would be impossible, 
but that there should for ever be a wall pf the same kind to 
support the burden ; just as, where a man has given an undertaking 
that ^ he will afford anyone support for his building {onus), it 
follows that supposing the thing which is the subject-matter of the 
servitude and bears the burden imposed by the other should be 
destroyed, another thing of the same kind would have to be 
supplied to take its place. 

34 JuLiAKOS {Extracts from Minidus 2) Where a man has 
two vacant plots, he can convey the one so as to make it serve the 
other. 

35 Mabciaitus (Rides 3) Where a man owns two houses, and, 
in selling one, he declares that it is to be subject to a servitude 
[attaching to the other], but, when he makes delivery, he says 
nothing about fhe servitude, he can either sue on the contract of 
sale or bring a eondictio for an unliquidated amount in order to 
have the servitude created. 

36 Papiniakus (Questions 7 ) ^ man had two houses covered by 

a single timber roof, and bequeathed them to two legatees respec- 
tively. What I said was that, inasmuch as it is the better opinion 
that the timbers of a building may be shared between tv^o persons 
on the principle of each owning a specific portion of the whole 
connected structure, therefore the materials in question here will 
belong to the two owners over their respective houses, and they 
will not have mutual rights of action the one against the other so 
as to contest their respective claims to insert beams fi^om one 
house into the other ; moreover it makes no difference, I said, 
whether the houses are bequeathed to the two men in absolute 
terms or to one of them subject to a condition ; 

37 JuLiANTJS (Digest 7) and the same holds where he [the 

owner first mentioned] conveys the houses to two persons. 

38 Paultts (Questions 2) If my house is so distant from yours 

that they are out of sight of one another, or there is a mountain 

1 Instead of reading’ “si quis alicui cavisset ut sermtutem prceberet qiii” M. 
would like to omit the words in italics and read cui for qu% and I have followed 
him above ; we at least get the sense. 
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between them which shuts out the view, there can be no servitude 
created between them. 

39 The same {Handhoolcs 1) In fact no one can subject his 
own buildings to a servitude, unless both the grantor and grantee 
have the respective buildings within the field of view, so that the 
one building could stand in the way of the other. 

40 The same {Responsa 3) I gave it as my opinion that persons 
who did not enjoy the servitude of making a window (liiminis 
immittendi) had acted illegally in making an aperture in a wall 
owned in common with the neighbour and making windows in it. 

41 ScJEVOLA (Responsa 1) A testator bequeathed to Olympicus 
for his life the right of habitation in a particular house and [the 
use of ] a warehouse which there was in the house ; and adjoining 
the same house there was a garden, and also an upper room which 
was not bequeathed to Olympicus, but there had always been 
access to the garden and the room through the house in which the 
right of habitation was left. The question was asked whether 
Olympicus was boxmd to allow sucK access. My answer was that 
it was not a case of a servitude, but still that the heir was at liberty 
to pass through the house to the parts mentioned, provided he did 
not incommode the legatee. 1. Lucius Titius made an aperture 
in a wall in his house and opened a doorway leading to public 
ground, so as not to exceed the limits pointed out by vertical 
eavesdrip^nd a projecting^ eave ; I wish to know, seeing that he did 
not interfere with the access of light enjoyed by Publius Msevius, 
his neighbour, or with his means of approach, nor do anything to 
prevent the discharge of rain-water fi*om his house, whether Publius 
Msevius, the said neighbour, has any right of action to interfere 
with him. My answer was that on the facts stated he had none 
whatever. 


III. 

On Servitudes oe Rustic Estates. 

1 XJlpianus (Institutes 2) The following are servitudes of 
rustic estates, iter, actus, via, axpm ductus (footpath, drift- 
way, roadway, water-course). Iter is the right of passing or 
walking for a man, but not of driving a beast of draught as well ; 

'¥or protectus rmdi projectm, C£ M. 
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aclms is the right of driving a beast of draught or a vehicle ; so 
that one who ^ has [only] an iter has no <ieh.ds, and one who has an 
cfctus has an iter too, even without a beast of draught. Yia is the 
right of passing or driving or walking ; vial in fact includes both 
iter and O/Ctus. A.qwB ductus is the right to convey water over 
another person’s ground. 1. Among rustic servitudes must be 
reckoned the right to draw water, the right to take cattle to water, 
the right to pasture, the right to bum lime or to dig for sand. 

2. There is no doubt that the delivery of servitudes and 
acquiescence in them will constitute sufficient ground for the aid 
of the preetor. 

2 Nbratitts {Rules 4) Among servitudes of rustic estates are 
the right to raise the height of a building and thereby to obscure 
the neighbour’s residence, or to maintain a drain under the house 
or residence of a neighbour, or to maintain projecting eaves. 
1. The right to have a water-course or to draw water to be conveyed 
by a water-coifrse across the same place can perfectly well be 
granted to a number of persoqs ; again, the grant may be that the 
water-course should be used on different days or at different hours; 
and, if the water-course or the means of drawing water should give 
a large enough supply, the right may even be granted to a number 
of persons to take the water across the same place, and t.hat. on the 
same days or at the same hours. 

3 Ulpianus {on the Edict 17) Again, a servitu<ie may be 
granted to the effect that^ oxen used for ploughing the farm ma y be 
pastured on neighbouring land; Neratius tells us (Membranes b. 2) 
that this kind of servitude can be created. 1. The same writer 
says that there can be a servitude created to the effect that 
agricultural produce may be collected in a neighbour’s country- 
house and there kept, or that props for vines may be taken from a 
neighbour’s estate 2. In the same book he says that where a 
neighbour has stone quarries adjoining your land, you can grant 
him the right to cast soil or rubbish or bits of rock on to your land 
and to leave them as they lie, or to let stones roll on to your land 
and be left as they are, and then afterwards to carry them away. 

3. When a man has a right to draw water, he is held to have an 
iter as well, to enable him to draw it, and, according to Neratius, 
(Membranes 3), if the right to draw and the right of access for the 
purpose are both given him, he will have them both, and if the 

* deL«i. M. 
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only right granted that of drawing, this includes that of access 
too, or if it is only that of access to the spring, this includes that of 
drawing. This applies to the case of water being drawn from 
a private spring. In .the case of a public river, Neratius says 
further in the same book, that a right of iter up to it ought to be 
conveyed, though a right to draw need not, and if a man only grants 
a right to draw, it is inoperative. 

4 Papiuiantjs {Respoma 2) A servitude of pasturing^ cattle 
or of taking them to water, where the main produce of the estate 
is derived from cattle, is held to be attached to the estate rather 
than to the person ; but if a testator pointed out some particular 
person to whom he wished the servitude to be given, the same 
servitude will not be vouchsafed to a purchaser of the land from 
such person or to the person’s heir. 

5 Ulpiahus {on the Edict 17) Consequently, in his opinion, 
such a servitude can be recovered by a vmdimtio. 1. Neratius 
says in his books on passages from Plautius that* there can be 
no such thing as a right to draw^water, or take cattle to water, 
or to win chalk or burn lime on another man’s ground, except 
where the party has an adjoining estate, and this he says was the 
doctrine of Proculus and Atilicinus. At the same time he adds 
that, however true it may be that there can be a servitude created of 
burning lime and winning chalk, stiU it cannot be given for a greater 
quantity than is required for the purposes of the dominant estate; 

6 Pattlus {on Plavtius 1.5) it might exist, for instance, 
where a man had a pottery at which earthenware vessels were 
made which served for carrying off the produce of the same land 
(just as on some estates it is the practice for wine to be despatched 
in jars, or for vats to be made), or one at which bricks were 
manufactured for building a country-housed If however the pottery 
were worked to produce vessels for sale, this would amount to a 
usufruct. 1. Again, a right to bum lime or to take stones or dig 
for sand for the sake of building something which is [to be] on the 
estate falls a long way short of a usufruct, and so does a right to 
take coppice in order that there shall be no want of props for 
vines. How then if the rights described improve the prospective 
value of an estate ? 2. There can be no doubt that they may be the 
subject of a servitude ; Maecianus himself is so much in fevour of this 


M. 3. II. 


^ Bead sereitm for servitutes. Of. M. 
® del vel after tegvlce. Of M. 
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view that he holds that a servitude can be established to the effect 
that I shall have a legal right to set up a hut on your land, that is 
to say, assuming tliat i already have a servitude of pasture there or 
of watering cattle, so as to enable me to have a place of shelter if 
a storm comes on, 

7 The same {on the Edict 21) When a man is carried on a 
chair or a litter, he is said to have an iter, not an actus, but a man 
cannot take a beast of draught where he has only an iter. If he 
has an actm, he can take a waggon or drive beasts of draught. 
But in neither case has he a right to drag stones or timber ; and 
some say that he cannot carry a spear in an upright position, as this 
he would not do by way of walking or driving, moreover fruit 
might be damaged by it. A man who has a via has an ite/r and an 
actus, and most authorities hold that he has a right to drag things, 
and also to carry a spear upright, provided he does not damage the 
fruit. 1. In rustic estates, however, a servitude is barred by a 
third estate lying between the tw^o concerned which is subject to 
no servitude. 

• 

8 Gaius (on, the pTovitioiotl JEdict 7) The breadth of a via is 
by the Twelve Tables eight feet where the road is straight, but in 
au “anfractus,” that is, where the road winds, sixteen. 

9 Paulxjs ( Se^itences 1) No servitude can be created for 
conveying or drawing water fi-om any other place than the source 
or spring ; however, at the present day, the practice i8*to create it 
so as to start anywhere. 

10 The same (on the Edict 49) According to Labeo, there 
can be a servitude created to the effect that a man shall be at 
liberty to search for water and convey it in a channel when found ; 
in fact, if it is lawful to create a servitude with reference to a 
building which is not yet constructed, why should it not be equally 
lawful to create a similar servitude where the water has not yet 
been found? Again, if we can grant a man a servitude which 
authorizes him to search for water, it is possible to grant one which 
authorizes the conveying of the water when it is found. 

11 OeIiSUS (Digest 27) The easement of passing or driving across 
land which belongs to a number of different persons in common can 
be conveyed to me by the respective owners separately. It follows 
that, upon strict pifnciples, I shall not get the easement unless all 
grant, and then, when the last grant is made, and not before, all the 
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preceding ones will, come into force ; however the more indulgent 
construction is that, £ven before the last man grants, those who 
have already granted cannot stop me from using the easement 
granted. • 

.2 Modestinus (Differences 9) There is some difference 
between an actus and an iter ; where a man can travel either on 
foot or on horseback [as he pleases], it is an iter, but where he 
can drive a herd of cattle or take a vehicle, it is an actus. 

.3 J ayoIjENJJS (Extracts from Oassins 10) A servitude may be 

acquired, to attach to landed estates of some specified kind, for 
example, vineyards, because in that case it would be a servitude 
which concerned the soil rather than the surface. Accordingly, if 
the vineyards are done away with, the servitude will remain ; still if, 
when the servitude was created, a different intention was enter- 
tained, there will have to be an exceptio of dolus mains. 1. If a 
whole field is subject to a servitude of iter or actus, the owner is 
not at liberty to do anything in the field to interfere with the 
exercise of the servitude, the right being so general that every sod 
is subject to it ; again, if an iter or an actus is bequeathed, without 
any special limits to it being given, such limits must be assigned 
straightway, and where they arq first assigned, there will the 
servitude he\ and all other parts of the field will be free from 
it ; accordingly, an arbiter must be appointed whose duty it will 
be in both cases to settle the course of the right of way, 2. In the 
case of an Cistus or an iter the breadth will be whatever was pointed 
out, and if nothing was said on the matter, it must be settled by 
the arbiter. In the case of a via, the rule is different; if the 
breadth was not pointed out, the statutable breadth can be claimed. 
3. If the part of the estate is pointed out without the breadth of 
the way being given, the party may go over such part wherever he 
likes, but, if the part is left undetermined, and, as before, no breadth 
is specified, some one roadway may be selected over any part of the 
estate, but of no greater breadth than is laid down in the statute ; 
and to settle the course itself, if there is a doubt, recourse must be 
had to the office of an arbiter. 

L4 POMPONIIJS (on Quintus Mudus 32) If I grant a roadway 
to one man on certain lines, I cannot then grant another man a 
watercourse on the same lines ; and again, if I grant one man a 
watercourse, I cannot sell or grant in any way a footpath on the 
same lines to another. 

1 Eor constitit read consistU. Cf. M. 
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16 The same {on Qvmtvs Mvxdus 31) Quintus Mucius tells 
us that where a man has a watercourse, yielding a supply either for 
every day or for the summer, or one serviceable at longer intervals, 
over another man’s estate, he has a right tojlay down a conduit of 
Ms own of earthenware or of any other material, in the channel, so 
as to spread the flow of water, and he has a right to make any 
construction he likes in the channel, so long as he does not make 
the watercourse less serviceable for the servient owner. 

16 Callistrattjs {on Cognitiones 3) The Divine Pius issued 
the following rescript to fowlers: — “It is not reasonable that 
you should snare birds on other people’s land without the land- 
owners’ consent.” 

17 Pakritjs Justus {on Imperial enactments 1) The Emperors 
Antoninus Augustus and Verus Augustus laid down by rescript that 
the water taken from a public river ought to be divided for pur- 
poses of irrigation in proportion to the dimensions of the respective 
[riparian] properties, except where anyone could show that he had 
a special right in virtue of which he was allowed a larger supply. 
They further laid down that a man was at liberty to convey water 
only where this would not involve any wrong being done to 
another. 

18 UiiPiAisrus {on SaMnus 14) Where a via is created over 
several servient estates, it is still a single roadway, as i^s a single 
servitude. Hereupon this question is asked: — If I pass over 
one estate and forbear to pass over another for such length of 
time as is required for extinguishing a servitude, do I still keep the 
servitude ? As to this, the better opinion is that either the wliole 
servitude is lost or else the whole is retained ; consequently, if I 
did not make use of either estate, the whole servitude is lost ; if 
I made use even of one only, the whole is retained. 

19 Paueus {on SaMnus 6) If one of several co-owners stipulates 
for an iter to the common estate, the stipulation is inoperative, as 
the right itself could not be granted him, but, if they all stipulate, 
or a slave stipulates whom they hold in common, each of the 
co-owners can bring an action in which he prays that the right 
of way should be given him, as a grant can be made to them all m 
this way : otherwise it would follow that, if the stipulator of the 
right of way died leaving several heirs, the stipulation would 
become inoperative. 
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20 PoMPONiiTS {on Salinus 33) If you agree with me at one 
and the same time that I shall have a right to an iter and an actus 
over your land and also that I shall have a right of usufruct in the 
same, and then I agree with you that I abandon the usufruct, you 
will not be able to have the use and produce yourself, except on 
the terms of my having a full right to the Uer and actus. Again, 
where I have a good right to convey water across your estate, and 
you have no right to build upon it without my leave, if I agi-ee that 
you shall have the right to build, nevertheless you will be bound 
to give me a servitude to this effect, that you shall build only in 
such a way as will allow of my watercourse being kept up ; and the 
whole state of things will have to be such as it would have been 
if at the outset only one grant had been made. 1. A servitude 
may [lawfully] injure the servient estate through something that 
happens in the natural course of things, though not through 
anything caused artificially ; as, for example, where the water in a 
channel is increased by a shower of rain, or water flows into it 
from neighbouring fields, or a spring is subsequently discovered 
by the side of the channel or within it. 2. If there is a spring 
close to the boundary of the Seian estate and I enjoyed a right to 
a watercourse from the spring across that estate, then, should the 
Seian estate become mine, the servitude will remain. 3. A right 
to draw water is not attached to a person but to an estate. 

21 PAtTLirs {on Sahinus 15) If you grant me a watercourse 
{iter aqum) across your estate, without assigning the particular 
quarter in which I am to conduct it, your whole estate will be 
subject to the servitude. 

22 PoMPONlus {on SaMnvs 33) At the same time, the only 
parts of the estate which will accordingly be affected by the 
servitude are such as were not occupied by buildings trees or vines 
at the time when the grant was made. 

23 Paulus {on Sabinus 15) A via may be created more than 
eight feet in breadth or less, pi’ovided always it is broad enough for 
a vehicle to pass along it ; otherwise it will be an iter, not a via. 
1. If there is a permanent lake on your land, thei’e may be created 
over it a servitude of boating, so as to afford access to a neighbouring 
estate. 2. If a servient estate, or the estate to which the servitude 
is attached, should become State property, in either case the 
servitude remains unaffected; land which comes to the hands 
of the State does so without its condition being changed. 
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3. Wherever there is a servitude attached to an estate, it is 
attached to all parts of it alike; consequently, even if the dominant 
estate is sold piecemeal, the servitude goes wth every part, with 
the result that the different owners have a -right to bring actions 
respectively in which they claim [for example] to have a right of 
way. But where land to which a servitude is attached has been 
divided into portions marked out by metes and bounds among a 
number of owners in severalty, then, although the servitude 
attaches to all parts alike, still it is requisite that those owners 
whose portions do not adjoin the servient estate should have a 
legal light of passage across the other portions of the divided land 
or should be able to pass, with the leave of the respective adjoining 
owners. 

24 PoMPONius {on Sabimis 33) We read in Labeo that if I 
have a watercourse, I can lend the use of it to any neighbour I 
please ; Proculus, on the other hand, says that cannot even use 
it myself for a different part^ of my estate from that for which the 
servitude was acquired. The opinion of Proculus is the sounder of 
the two. 

26 The same {on Sabinus 34) ^ If I sell you a particular part of 
my estate, the right to a watercourse will come to you with it as 
well, even though the watercourse should be chiefly used for the 
sake of some other portion ; and no account need be taken, in 
respect of that portion, either of the goodness of the sofl or of the 
use which is made of so much of the water, so as to make out that 
the right to convey the water goes with that part of the estate only 
which is the most valuable or is the most in need of the use of 
the water: the rule is that the water must be divided in proportion 
to the amounts of land retained and conveyed away respectively. 

26 PAuiiTJS {on the Edict 47) Where a via, an iter, an actus, or 
a watercourse across an estate is bequeathed without more, the 
heir has a right to create the servitude in any part of the estate that 
he likes, provided it puts the legatee to no unfair disadvantage in 
respect of the servitude. 

27 JtTLiANUS {Digest 7) If the Sempronian estate serves an 
estate which you and I own in common, and we thereupon purchase 
it to hold in common, the servitude is extinguished, because both 

^ Read for possit. 

Read partem mei for meam partem. C£ M. 
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owners have come to have the same rights over the two respective 
estates. But if the land which is purchased was serving my sevei-al 
estate and also your several estate, then the servitude will remain ; 
as an estate which a nc^n owns in severalty can have attached to it 
a servitude over one which he shares with another person. 

!8 The same {Digest 34) Where an iter is bequeathed leading 
to an estate which is common to two persons, then, unless they 
both agree as to the course which the path is to take, the servitude 
is neither acquired nor lost. 

59 PATTLtrs {Epitomes of Alfenus’s Digest 2). A man had two 
estates abutting on one another, and sold the upper one. One 
term of the agreement for sale was that the purchaser should be at 
full liberty to discharge water through an open trench on to the 
lower estate. Hereupon this question was asked : — If the purchaser 
receives water from a third estate and wishes to discharge it on to 
the lower estate, can he do so in pursuance of the right acquired as 
above, or not ? My answer was that the lower neighbour was not 
bound to admit more water than the purchaser discharged for the 
purpose of draining his own estate. 

JO The same {Epitomes of Alfeym’s Digest 4) A man who 
had two properties in selling one of them reserved [the use of] 
water the source of which was on the land sold, and round the 
same a breadth of ten feet. The question was asked whether he 
had theret>y the ownership in the space in question, or only the 
right of access over it. The answer given was : if the reservation 
was expressed to be of "ten feet round such water,” it must be 
held that the vendor had only a right of way. 

31 .Ttt t.tatv tts {Extracts from Minicius 2 ) Three properties 
lying side by side belonged to three owners respectively^, and the 
owner of the lowest of the three had acquired for such lowest 
estate as against the highest estate a servitude of watercourse, 
which watercourse he conducted into his own land across the 
intervening estate with the consent of the owner thereof. After 
this he bought the uppermost estate, and then he sold the lowest 
estate on to which he had conducted the water. The question was 
asked whether the lowest estate had lost the right of watercourse 
in question, on the ground that, the two estates having come into 
the hands of the same owner, there could be no servitude between 


1 del. adjecta. M. 
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such two estates themselves. The answer of our authority was 
that the lowest estate had not lost the sSrvitude, because the 
[intervening] property, across which the water was conducted, 
belonged to another person, and just as there was no way in which 
the uppermost estate could be subjected to a servitude to the 
effect that water should come to the lowest estate, except by the 
water being conducted across the intervening estate as well, so too 
this servitude, when once existing in favour of the same \i.e. the 
lowest] estate, could not be lost without the watercourse at the 
same time ceasing to be conducted across the middle estate itself, 
or all three properties coming to be in the hands of one owner. 

32 AFRiCAiius {Questions 6) You and I have an estate in 
common ; you convey to me your share and also a imdway to the 
estate across neighbouring land which belongs to you in severalty. 
Our authority declares that by this means a servitude is properly 
created, and that in such a case the common rule that servitudes 
can neither be*acquired nor imposed for a share {per 'parted) has 
no application ; as here the servitude is not acquired for a share, 
being acquired with reference to a time at which I shall be sole 
owner of the estate. 

33 The same {Questions 9) *You and I having two estates in 
common, the Titian and the Seian, and having agreed, on making 
a paiiition, that the Titian estate should go to me and the Seian 
to you, we made mutual deliveries of our respective shS,res in the 
estates, and it was specified, when we did so, that each party was 
to have a right to a watercourse across the estate of the other : 
the servitude, he says, was well created, especially if the 
informal agreement was followed by a stipulation. 1. You conduct 
water across the lands of a number of different owners in virtue of 
a servitude created some way or other ; in this case, you cannot 
convey to any one of such owners or to any other neighbouring 
owner the right to draw water from the channel, unless some pact 
or stipulation was added to that express effect ; in fact such a 
right is not uncommonly given by some pact or stipulation being 
interposed, though of course no estate can serve itself, and there 
cannot be such a thing created as the usufruct of a servitude. 

34 Papiitianhs (Questions 7) If one co-owner of an estate held 
in common allows anyone to have an iter or an aetus, this is 
inoperative ; consequently, if two estates which serve one another 
become the common property of the two owners, then, seeing that 
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the law is that servitudes can be retained in respect of a share 
{pro parte), the servitude cannot be released by one party to the 
other ; for, although each co-owner having a right to a servitude 
has it to himself in severalty, still, as the subject burdened with 
the servitude was not the person but the estate, it is impossible 
for exemption from the sei'vitude to be acquired, or for the servitude 
to be released, for a share {per parteni). 1. If a spring dries 
up from which I have a watercourse, but the same spring begins 
to flow again after the expiration of the legal period, the 
question arises whether the watercourse is lost : 

> PAiJiiUS {on PloMtius 16) as to which Atilicinus says that 
the Emperor issued a rescript to Statilius Taurus in these words : — 
“The persons who were in the habit of getting water from the 
Sutrine estate came before me and stated that they had been 
unable to convey from the spring which is to be found on the 
Sutrine estate the water which they had used for a number of years, 
because the spring had dried up ; but that afterwards water began 
to flow again from the same springy and their petition was that, 
whereas they had lost their right through no default or negligence 
of their own, but because they could not possibly get any water, it 
might be restored to them. This- request seemed to me not to be 
unjust, and accordingly I held that relief ought to be given them. 
I therefore decide that the legal position which they had on the 
day when ^t was first impossible for them to get a supply of water 
be restored to them.” 

5 The same {Besponsa 2) When one of two estates is retained 
by a vendor [of the other], and is subjected by him to a servitude 
of watercourse [in fiivour of the other], the servitude thus acquired 
for the estate which is purchased will follow that estate on a 
subsequent sale ; and it is immaterial that the stipulation by which 
the parties agreed that a penal sum should be promised referred 
to the purchaser personally and provided for the case of his not 
being allowed to use the servitude. 

7 The same {Besponsa 3) “ Lucius Titius sends best wishes to 

his brother Gains Seius. Of the water which flows into the reservoir 
constructed on the isthmus by my father I give and present to you 
one inch in depth [to be conducted] into your house on the isthmus 
or wherever else you like.” My question is whether on these words 
the use of the water passes to the heirs of Gains Seius as well. 
Panlus answered that the use of the water being personal would 
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not pass to the heirs of Seius, the latter being in the position of a 
usuary. * 

38 The same {Handbooks 1) A via can be created though 
there is a river in the way, provided the river can be crossed by a 
ford or there is a bridge over it ; but it is different where the only 
passage is by a ferry {ponionibus). This is so on the assumption 
that the river passes through the lands of one person ; but, if we 
suppose the following case, — ^your land adjoins mine, after your land 
comes the river, then lands belonging to Titius, and then a high-road 
to which I wish to acquire a right of way, — ^let us consider whether 
there is anything to prevent your giving me a via up to the river, 
and Titius one from it up to the high-road. It is a fair question 
however whether the legal position is [not] the same, even where 
you are owner of the lands beyond the river on this side of the 
high-road ; the fact is that a complete via generally reaches as far 
as some town, or up to a high-road, or to a river which is crossed by 
a ferry, or to some other land under the same ownership [with the 
dominant estate] ; and, this j?eing the case, it cannot be held that 
the servitude is barred even by a public river flowing between two 
estates which belong to the same peison. 


IV. 


RtTLBS COMMON TO UeBAN AND RUSTIC ESTATES. 

1 Ulpianus {Institutes 2) Buildings ai’e called urban prcedia, 
and it may be observed that, even where buildings are part of 
a country-house, it is still possible to create servitudes of urban 
prcedia. 1. The reason why these servitudes are said to be of 
prcedia (estates, tenements), is that they cannot be created with- 
out prcedia, as no one can acquire a servitude over urban or 
rustic prcedia, unless he has got a prcedivm himself. 

2 The same {on the Edict 17) With regard to the taking or 
drawing of water from a river with a wheel, or the case of a man 
creating a servitude over a cistern, some have been in doubt 
whether these were servitudes at all; but, in a rescript of the 
Emperor Antoninus to TuUianus, there is an observation to the 
effect that, although there were no valid servitude in law, still, if 
the party obtained such a right under an agreement to the effect 
in question, or acquired it by any other lawful means, a man who 
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partes). No doubt, if he has divided an estate into two parts by 
metes and bounds, and then conveys away sf divisional part, he can 
impose a servitude on either of the two ; in fact, such a part is not 
a portion of an estate, it is an estate. The ^me thing may be said 
in the case of a house, supposing the owner of a single homestead 
builds a wall across the middle of it, and so divides it into two, as 
is often done ; here, too, the house must be treated as two houses. 
2. Again, suppose we are two persons who own two houses in 
common, we can, by joining in a conveyance, bring about the same 
effect as I could by myself, if I had two houses of my own. But 
even if we make separate conveyances, the result will be the same, 
it being always held that the later conveyance gives effect to the 
one first made. 3. If, on the other hand, one of the houses belongs 
to one of two persons, and the other is common to both, then, 
according to Pomponius (extracts from Sabinus 6. 8), I cannot 
create a seiwitude in favour of either or over either. 3a. If a man 
makes it a term in a contract of sale that the house which he sells 
shall be subject to a servitude, he is not obliged to convey the 
house free from all servitudes ; accordingly he can either impose 
a servitude in favour of his own house or give a servitude to 
a neighbouring proprietor, so long, that is, as no delivery has taken 
place. No doubt, if he expressly said that there was to be 
a servitude in favour of Titius, and he grants a seiwitude to Titius, 
there is an end of the matter, but if he gives it to anyone else, he 
will be liable on the contract of sale. This is not inconsistent 
with what is said by Marcellus {Dig. 6) ; [that writer asks this 
question : — ] supposing a man, on deliveiy of land, declares that it 
is subject to a servitude in favour of Titius, whereas this is not the 
case, but the vendor is under an obligation to Titius to confer it on 
him,— can the vendor sue the purchaser on his contract of sale, to 
call upon him to allow the servitude to be imposed on the land 
which he bargained for ? — ^and his opinion is, on the whole, that he 
must be allowed to bring the action. The same author also says 
that, even if the vendor should be able to sell the servitude to 
Titius, he must none the less be allowed to bring the action. 
The above is on the assumption that the declaration was made 
in the conveyance with a view to reserving the servitude ; but if, 
as MarceUus proceeds to say, the vendor only had a misgiving that 
Titius might have a good claim to the servitude, and made the 
above provision on that account, he will not have a right to sue on 
the contract of sale, if he had really made no promise to Titius 
about it. 
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f Paulintts (on Sobinus 6) Whenever one house is conveyed 
by a man who owns two, the precise servitude [which he wishes to 
create] ought to be expressed, or else, if it is simply said in general 
terms that the house ie to serve, either the words will produce no 
effect, because it does not appear what kind of servitude is reserved, 
or there is no kind of servitude which it may not be obligatory to 
create. 1. Even where a house which belongs to a tliird person 
is between the two in question, [a servitude] can be imposed, as, 
for example, one to the effect that the height of either house may 
be raised or may not be raised, or even, in the case of a right of 
way, [with a clause' providing] that it shall only come into force if, 
at any time thereafter, a servitude should be imposed on the 
intervening house ; as, in fact, a servitude [of this kind] can be 
created over the lauds of several owners, and that even at different 
times. Still it may fairly be said that if I have three estates forming 
one continuous piece of ground and I convey the estate at one end 
to you, a servitude may be acquired for either your estate or my 
[remaining two] estates j but if it is acquired for the estate which is 
furthest from yours, which I retain, j;he servitude will hold good, 
seeing that the middle estate too belongs to me ; whereas, if 
I afterwards dispose of either the estate in favour of which the 
servitude was acquired or the one^in the middle, the right will be 
interrupted until a servitude is imposed on the middle estate 
itself. 

J PoMPOnitrs (on Sabinm 8) If I have two blocks of chambers 

and I convey them to two purchasers respectively at the same 
moment, it may fairly be considered whether any servitude 
imposed on either of the two is valid, seeing that no one can 
impose a servitude on, or acquire one for, another man’s house. 
However, so long as the conveyance is not completed, the party 
conveying acquires the servitude for, or imposes it on, his own 
house rather than another’s, so that it will be valid. 

9 The same (on Sobinus 10) If I have become heir to a man 
over whose land I had a servitude, and I have thereupon sold you 
the inheritance, the servitude must be established again, such as it 
was before, as the understanding is that you yourself, as it were, 
are to be deemed heir to the deceased. 

0 UupiANUS (on Sobinus 10) Whatever a vendor wishes to 
reserve to himself by way of servitude ought to be reserved 
expressly; a general reservation in such words as these: “whatever 
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persons have any servitudes, they are still to have them” — only 
refers to strangers, it makes no provision for the vendor himself in 
the way of preserving his rights, as, in fact, he had no rights, 
seeing that no one is subject to a servitude to himself ; moreover, 
even if thei*e was once a servitude existing' in ray favour, and then 
the ownership of the servient land came to me, the necessary 
construction is that the servitude is extinguished. 

11 PoMBONixjs {on Sabmiis 33) Persons who have a right of 
servitude are allowed freedom of access, for the sake of executing 
repairs, to parts which are not affected by the servitude, but access 
to which is a necessity for them ; assuming that no express pro- 
vision was made, when the servitude was created, defining the 
quarter in which access should be allowed. Accordingly the 
owner of the [servient] land is not at liberty to make the groimd 
“religious” either close to a watercourse or above one, — supposing, 
for example, the water should be conducted in an undergi-ound 
channel, — ^lest the result should be that the easement is lost. This 
is a correct statement of the law. In fact, if you have a legal right 
to carry a stream of water through a particular channel, you may 
either lower or raise such channel, except where provision has 
been made that you should not do so. 1. If I have a right to 
conduct water in a channel cl&se to your land, this gives me by 
tacit implication the following rights as well:— I can repair the 
channel ; I and my workmen may, for the purpose of such repair, 
get as near to the spot as we can ; moreover, I may clakn that the 
landowner shall leave me sufficient free space to admit of my 
approaching the channel on both the right and left banks and 
throwing down soil, mud, stones, sand or chalk. 

12 PAtriiTJS {on Sabinus 15) Where one plot {fundus) serves 
another, if either plot is sold, the servitudes pass too ; and, where 
buildings serve plots or plots serve braidings, the rule is the same. 

13 UliPlANtrs {Opinions 6) The vendor of the Geronian estate 
made it a term of the sale in fiivour of the Botrian estate, which he 
kept in his hands, that no tunny-fishery should be carried on off 
the latter. It is true that no servitude can be imposed on the sea 
by private agreement, seeing that it is by nature free to every one, 
stiU, as the good faith of the contract requires that the terms of agree- 
ment of sale should be carried out, [it follows that] the individuals 
who are in possession at the time or who succeed to their legal 
position are bound by the terms of the stipulation or the sale 



TIT. iv] Rules common to Urban and Rustic Estates 96 

[contracted by the pai'ties]. 1. If it is understood that there are 
stone quarries on youf land, no one can liew stone there, either as 
a private person or in the Government service, without your con- 
sent, where he has no easement {jus) allowing him to do so ; unless 
indeed there is a custbm existing in those quarries to the effect 
that, should anyone desire to hew any such stone, he is to be at 
liberty to do it, if^ he first gives the owner of the land the 
customary payment in consideration thereof. Even then he must 
first give security to the owner that the latter’s use of such stone 
as he requires shall not be barred by the other’s exercise of his 
right, nor his enjoyment of his property spoilt. 

Jtilianus {Digest 41) There is nothing to be said against a 
right of way being created in such terms as to allow of its being 
used by day only ; indeed such a restriction is almost necessary in 
the case of urban property. 

Pattlus {Epitomes of Alfenus's Digest 1) Where a man 
has granted anyone an iter or actus across a particular close, 
there is no doubt that he can grant either of such easements across 
the same close to a number of persons ; just as, where a man has 
laid a servitude on his house for the benefit of his neighbour, he is 
none the less able to lay a similar^ervitude on the same bouse for 
the benefit of as many other persons as he likes. 

Gaiits {Everyday matters or golden things 2) A man may 
in his testament order his heir not to raise the height of his house, 
lest he obscure the lights of the neighbouring house, or [order him] 
to suffer the neighbour to let a beam into the wall, or discharge 
eavesdrip on to the land, or to allow the neighbour to walk or drive 
over his land or conduct water from it. 

PAPIKIAN0S {Questions 7) If a neighbour carries a wall 
across your land by leave asked of you, no proceedings can be 
taken against him by way of interdict “quod preccmo hdbei” 
(whereas the defendant has by leave asked), nor, when the wall is 
built, can it be held that there is a completed gift of a servitude, 
nor can there be a valid claim made at law on the neighbour’s part 
to the effect that he has a right to maintain the structure without 
your consent, seeing that the building takes the legal position of 
the land and so makes the claim void. But if a man who was 
under a servitude existiug in your fiivour carries a wall across his 


^ In the text — “he is not to be at liberty etc. tinless.’ 
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own property on leave asked from you, he will not acquire by user 
freedom [from the servitude] and proceedings can be effectively 
taken against him on. the interdict “ quod precario habeL” Should 
you however allow him to build by way of gratuitous bounty, then 
you cannot sue for the interdict, moreover £he act of bounty puts 
an end to the servitude. 

18 Pattlus {Manuals 1) It is established law that different 
co-owners, even without joining in the grant of a servitude, may 
still impose one on their estate, or may acquire one, the construc- 
tion being that, when the last grant is made, the previous grants 
come into force along with it, and the result is the same as though 
all the co-owners had granted at the same moment. It follows 
that if the man who first granted should die or^ should dispose of 
his share in some other form or manner, and then, after that, his 
fellow proprietor should grant, the whole will be inoperative. The 
reason of this is that, when the last man grants, it is not held that 
the servitude was acquired by relation back, but the construction 
is that things are on the same footing as though, at the moment 
when the last grant was made, aU had granted ; accordingly this 
last grant itself will still be in suspense until the new co-owner 
grants. A similar rule applies where a gi'ant is made to one of the 
co-owners and then some event'such as above mentioned comes to 
pass in respect of another person among the number. On the 
same principle, on the other hand, if anything such as mentioned 
happens to a co-owner who has not made a grant, they will all 
have to grant afresh, as they are excused for so long a time from 
executing whatever® gift or act it is in their power to execute as® 
to be still able to execute it, even though at different times, and 
accordingly the grant cannot be made to one person nor by one 
person. A similar rule holds where one man grants a servitude 
and another leaves it by testament, as, if every co-owner leaves a 
servitude by testament, and all their respective inheritances are 
entered upon at the same moment, it may be said that the 
servitude is duly bequeathed, but if the entries are at different 
times, the legacy vests to no purpose ; the acts of living persons 
may have their operation suspended, not so those of persons 
deceased. 

Or perhaps “ or succession to his estate should tcdee place in some other form 
or he should di^ose of his share in some other manner.” This is preferred by M. 
\dio would insert after gmere the words in hona gjus suceessum sit. 

* For quo read quod. Of M. 

s Ins. ut before vet M. would read ui for vet 
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Where an Action is brought to recover a Servitude or 
TO CONTIi^T another’s RIGHT TO ONE. 

XJlpianus {on the Edict 14) Rights of action in respect 
of servitudes, whether rustic or urban, belong to the persons who 
have the property in the land ; but a place of sepulture is not a 
subject of private property at all : it is true that a man can lay 
claim to a right of way up to a sepulchre. 

The same {on the Edict 17) People may have an action in 
rem for a servitude framed on the same lines as one relating to a 
usufruct, whether such action be confessory or negatory, the 
former being used by one who maintains that he has a right of 
servitude, and the latter by an owner who denies [that some other 
person has such a right]. 1. The confessory action m rm can belong, 
to no one else than an owner of land ; nobody is at liberty to sue 
to recover a servitude except a man who is owner of adjoining 
land and who claims that the servitudels attached to it. 2. Neratius 
tells us quite correctly, that if there is a bequest of the usufruct in 
ground surrounded [by other land of the testator], a right of way 
must needs go with it, I mean, that is, across those parts of the 
surrounding land across which a man who granted [the usufruct] 
would establish it, — so far as right of way is necessary for enjoyment 
of the usufruct; it should always be remembered that a right of 
transit which is allowed to a usufructuary to enable him to enjoy his 
usufruct is not a servitude, indeed no [real] servitude can belong to 
one who has a usufruct in the land ; though, if there is one attached 
to the land, then the usufructuary can make use of it. 3. Pomponius 
says that a usufructuary can sue for the Interdict de itinere (for a 
right of way), if he has used the way vrithin the year, as there are two 
kinds of inquiry, one into a matter of law, as in a confessory action, 
and another into a matter of feet, as in the case of the Interdict 
referred to ; the same thing is said by Julianus (Eigr. 48). The 
opinion of Julianus is confirmed by a passage of Labeo, who says 
that even where the testator who bequeathed the usufimet was 
himself the person who made use of the way, an Interdict founded 
on equitable principles should be allowed the usufructuary, just as 
these Interdicts are available to an heir or a purchaser. 

The same (on the EdkA 70) We may add that the rule 
applies equally where what is purchased is part of an estate. 


M. J. II. 


7 
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4 The same ion the Edict 17) The actual material place does 
not fall ■within the proprietorial right of ‘the person who has a 
servitude ; what belongs to him is a right of way. 1. A man who 
has iter without actus or actus without iterjcan bring an action for 
a servitude. 2. In a confessory action which is brought for a 
servitude profits can be included in the order. Let us consider’, 
however, what profits there can be of a servitude ; and, as to this, 
the better opinion is that the only thing that can be reckoned as 
coming under the head of profits is such interest, if any, as the 
plaintiff has in not being prevented from using the servitude. Even 
in a negatory action, so Labeo says, profits are included, namely, 
the interest the plaintiff has in the opposite party not using a way 
over his ground; and this opinion is approved by Pomponius 
himself. 3. If the land to which a right of way is attached 
belongs to several co-owners, each of them has a good right of 
action for the whole, as indeed Pomponius himself says (b. 41), but, 
in assessing damages, interest ■will be taken into account, the 
interest, that is, of the person who takes proceedings. Accordingly, 
as to the bare right to tlje easement, any owner can proceed 
separately, and, if he succeeds, the others will get the benefit of it, 
but the assessment will be confined to the question of his interest ; 
though, of course, the servitude cannot be acquired through one 
person. 4. Similarly, if there are two owners of the servient land, 
the action in question can be brought against either of them, and, 
as Pomponius has it in the same book, whichever ;^efends the 
action must make good the whole, as this is a thing which does not 
admit of division. 5. Where my case is, not that a man raises any 
dispute as to my right to some iter or actus or via, but that he will 
not suffer me to make repairs or lay down gravel, then, according 
to Pomponius in the same book, I must bring a confessory action ; 
indeed, even where a neighbour has a tree which reaches over so as 
to make the via or the iter impassable or unusable, then, according 
to Marcellus in a note on Jiilianus, there may be an action for the 
iter or an action to recover the via. With regard to the repair of 
the via, recourse may also be had to an Interdict, namely, the one 
given for the repair of an iter or aet^fs ; which, however, is not 
available where the applicant wishes to lay dovm flints, except 
where such right was expressly agreed for. 6. Add to this that a 
right to draw water too, being a servitude, is a thing for which 
people may have an action in rem. 7. On the other hand, the 
owner of a building may bring an action in respect of a servitude, 
in which he denies that he is subject to any servitude for the 



TIT. v] Action hrougM to inecover a Servitude 99 

benefit of liis neighbour, where his house is not free altogether, but 
is subject to no servitude for the benefit of the defendant. For 
instance, suppose I have a house, adjoining which there are the 
Seian house and the Sempronian house ; I am under a servitude 
appertaining to the Sempronian house, but I wish to take pro- 
ceedings against the owner of the Seian, because he hinders me from 
raising the height of my house. My course will be to bring an 
action in rem ; it is true my house is under a servitude, but it is 
not under a servitude in favour of the defendant, accordingly my 
contention is that I have a right to raise the height without the 
consent of the defendant, since, as far as he is concerned, my house 
is free. 8. Where a man is not at liberty to raise the height of 
his house at all, an action may very well be brought against him in 
which it is contended that he has no right to raise it. This kind of 
servitude may exist even for the benefit of a man whose house is 
not the adjoining one; 

Paulus {on the Edict 21) and, consequently, if your house 
comes between my house and Titius’s, I can put Titius’s house 
under a servitude to the effect that he shall not be at libei*ty to 
raise the height of it, though your house should be put under no 
such servitude ; as, so long as yoir forbear to raise the height of 
your house, I derive benefit from the servitude. 

UiiPiANirs {on the Edict 17) And if it happen that the inter- 
peningowifer, seeing that he is under no servitude, raises the height 
jf his buildings, the result being that I cannot now be held to 
ibstruct your light if I buOd myself, it is in vain for you to contend 
;hat I have no right to keep up such building without your consent ; 
it the same time, if within the prescribed period, the neighbour 
akes his building down again, your right of action {vindieatio) 
viU be resuscitated. 1. It should be understood that in these 
servitudes the person who is in possession of the easement may 
still be plaintiff.^ Now, if it so happen that I have not raised the 
leight of any building on my land, then the other party is in 
lossession of the easement, as, no innovation being yet made, he 
las got possession, and, if I proceed to build, he can resist me by 
i civil action or by an interdict qmd vi et clam, or he can stop me 
jqually well by the throw of a pebble. But if I build without any 
nterference on Ms part, then I myself will become the possessor. 
!. Furthermore, a right of action exists in respect of a servitude 


del. mm. Of. M. 
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■which was imposed with a view to support (pneris ferendi eama), 
the object being to make the servient owner feep up the support and 
also keep his buildin’g in repair in such manner and form as was 
defined at the time when the servitude was created. Gallus, no 
doubt, is of opinion that no servitude can be created to the effect 
that a man shall be compelled to do anything, but only that he 
shall not prevent me from doing something; in fact, in every 
servitude, the execution of repairs is the business of the person 
who claims the ser'vitude, not of the person whose property is 
subject thereto. However, the view of Servius has prevailed, to 
the effect that he has a right to compel 'the other party to repair 
his wall so as to support his burden : though what Labeo says is 
that this servitude binds not the person, but the property, and he 
makes it come to this that the ovmer is free to abandon the 
property. 3. And in fact the action is in rem, and not in perstmcmi, 
and is open only to the owner of the [dominant] house and against 
only the [other] owner, agreeably to the statement of claim in 
servitudes in general. 4. If a [dominant] house belongs to several 
co-owners, — such is the question discussed by Papinianus (Questions 
3), — can proceedings be taken in respect of the servitude in 
its entirety ? To this his answer is that the co-owners can proceed 
each separately in respect of *the whole, as in the case of other 
servitudes, setting aside usufruct. But this, he says, is not the 
right answer to give where the house which has to support a 
burden which a neighbour lays upon it belongs to severai co-owners. 
5. The kind of repair that can be sued for in this action depends 
on the question what kind of repair was mentioned when the 
servitude was created : the arrangement may have been 'that the 
party should repair with rectangular blocks or with built up 
stones, or any kind of work that was mentioned in the terms of 
creation. 6. Profits are taken into account in the action, in short 
the advantage which the plaintiff would have gained if the neighbour 
[«.e.the defendant] had furnished support to the weight imposed by 
the plaintiff’s house. 7 . The servient owner is at liberty to make 
the wall better than was required by the terms m which the servitude 
was created ; but, if he proceeds to make it worse, he can be stopped, 
either by means of this action or by “ notification of novel structure.” 

7 Patjlus {on the Edict 21) The outcome of these actions is 
that the successful plaintiff, by motion to the judge (officio judids), 
gets either specific relief or else an undertaking. The specific relief 
is this, — the judge orders the defendant to amend the defective 
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condition of the wall and to put it into a serviceable state. As for 
the undertaking, the ‘judge orders him to engage that the wall 
shall be repaired and that neither he nor anj^of his successors will 
prevent the plaintiff ^from building on it and keeping up the 
building so made ; and, on giving this undertaking, the defendant 
is discharged. But if he will give neither specific satisfaction nor the 
undertaking, the judge must order him to pay damages on a scale 
determined by the plaintiff’s oath as sworn for the purposes of the 
trial. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 17) The repair of the wall being 
thus incumbent on the neighbour, it is equally true that the 
business of propping up the building of the owner who has a right 
to the servitude, during the execution of the repairs, need not be 
undertaken by the owner of the lower building ; if the superior 
[ie. dominant] owner does not care to prop his buildings up 
himself, he can take them down and rebuild them when the wall 
is restored to its previous condition. In this case too, just as in 
that of servitudes in general, the copverse action will be allowed, 
that is to say, an action in which it is asserted that you [the 
dominant ovmer] have no right to compel me [to prop up your 
building]. 1. I have a good right of action against anyone who 
grants me a servitude to the following effect : — that I shall be at 
liberty to insert beams into his wall, and upon such beams to 
construct^ say, a gallery to walk up and down in, with built up 
columns placed on the top of the wall to support the roof of such 
gallery. 2. The actions above mentioned differ from one another 
in this respect ; — the first action {oneHs /erendi) may be used 
even for the purpose of compelling the adjoining owner to repair 
my wall, but the other can be brought only to make him admit my 
beams ; and this is not inconsistent with the rules governing servi- 
tudes. 3. Should the question be asked which party is in the 
position of possessor and which in that of demandant, the answer 
is that, if the beams are already inserted, the character of possessor 
is borne by the party who claims to have a right to the servitude, 
but, if they are not inserted, by the party who denies the right. 
4 If, in such a case, the party who claims the right to the servi- 
tude gains his case, no servitude will have to be granted to him ; 
for the reason, if the judgment is sound in law, that he has got it 
already, and, if it is unsound, because the proper object of the 
deraree is not to create a servitude, but to declare one already 
existing. No doubt, if, after joinder of issue, the plaintiff lost the 
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servitude by non-user, owing to the malicious contrivance of the 
owner of the house, it ought to be restored to him, just as a similar 
rule is held in the case of the owner of a house. 5. Aristo says, in 
an opinion given to Cerellius Vitalis, that Ije does not think that 
smoke can lawfully be discharged ft-om a cheese factory on to 
buildings which are overhead, unless the buildings are subject 
to a servitude of that particular kind\ and such a servitude he 
recognised. The same author declares that it is not lawful to 
discharge water or anything else from the building above to the 
building below, as a man is at liberty to carry on operations within 
his own premises in such a manner only as not to discharge 
anything on those of anyone else ; and it is, he adds, just as 
possible to discharge smoke as to discharge water ; accordingly, 
he says, the upper owner can bring an action against the lower 
owner in which he asserts that the latter has no right to act in the 
way described. Lastly, he says that we are told by Alfenus that 
an action may be brought in which what is asserted is that such 
a one has no right to hew stone on his own ground so as to let 
broken bits fall on the pl^ntiff’s property. Aristo therefore 
maintains that the person who hired a cheese factory from the 
town authorities of Minturnse could be prevented by the upper 
owner from discharging smoke, but the town authorities are liable 
to the lessee on the contract of hiring ; he says further that the 
declaration he can make in his action against the person who dis- 
charges the smoke is that he has no right to discharge sny^ke. Con- 
versely, therefore, there may be an action in which the declaration 
is that the plaintiff has the right to discharge smoke, and this too 
Aristo clearly approves. Besides this, the Interdict ‘ uti possidetis ’ 
may be employed, if a man is prevented from using his own 
property in the way that he likes. 6. We find in Pomponius 
{Leetiones 41) a doubt expressed whether a man can make such 
a claim in an action as this : — ^that he has a right, or that another 
has no right, to cause smoke to a moderate extent on his own 
ground, say, for instance, smoke from a hearth. On the whole, he 
says, no such action can be brought, just as no action can be 
brought to maiutain that a man has a right to light a fire, or to 
sit down, or to wash on his own ground. 7 - The same writer 
approves of a decision to a dissimilar effect ; as he says that, in 
a case of vapour from a bath, where one Quintilla had made an 
underground passage which penetrated to the premises of Ursus 
Julius, it was held that such a servitude could be created. 

* After m" ins. serviuTU, nam. M. 
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9 Paulus {on the Edict 21) If you build on a spot over 
which I have a right do an iter, I can bring an action in which 
I claim that I have a right to walk and drive there ; and if I 
establish this, I can strgj your operations. Julianus says further, — 
If an adjoining owner to me, by building on his ground, contrives 
to avoid admitting the eavesdrip which I have a right to discharge, 
I can bring an action to maintain my right, that is, the right to 
discharge such eavesdrip on his groxmd : the case is like that of 
the via above mentioned. But, if the party has uot yet built, 
the other, whether he has a usufruct or a ma, can claim by action 
that he has a right to walk and drive or a right of usufruct [as the 
case may be], whereas, if the owner in question has built already, 
then one who has an iier or an a/Aus can still claim by action that 
he has such a right, but a usufructuary cannot make a claim [as 
such], because he has lost the usufruct ; consequently in this case, 
according to Julianus, an action de dolo must be allowed. If, on 
the other hand, you build across the course of an iter in respect 
of which my estate is subject to a servitude in your fiivour, I have 
a good right of action in which I declare that you have no 
right to build or to keep up a building, just as I could if you built 
on a vacant space belonging to me. 1. Where a man has been 
using a broader or a narrower via [than he had a right to use], 
he will have kept the [actual] servitude on foot, just as a man who 
has a right to take water and uses it mixed with other water at 
the same Jjime keeps up his right. 

10 Ulpianus {on the Edict 53) Where a man has acquired 
a right of watercourse by lasting user and, so to speak, long 
possession, he is not required to bring evidence to show the legal 
title on which his right to the water was founded, such, for example, 
as a legacy or any other ground of title ; he has a good right of 
action if he can show that he had the use of the watercourse, say 
for such and such a number of years, and that not by force or by 
stealth or by leave and license. 1. Proceedings can be taken in 
this action not only against the person who owns the land where 
the spring is, or over whose land the water is conveyed, but equally 
weU against anyone whomsoever who seeks to prevent the paily^ 
from conducting the water, just as in the case of servitudes 
generally. The rule in short is that whoever it is that tries to 
prevent me from conducting the water, I can take proceedings 
against him by this action. 


‘ Bead no* for non. Cfl M. 
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11 MAROBLiitrs {Digest 6). The following questions have arisen. 
Can one of several co-owners lawfully build on the common ground 
without the consent »of the others ? that is to say, if his fellow- 
o^vners try to stop him, can he take proceedings against them, and 
therein contend that he has a right to build? or, on the other 
hand, can his fellow-owners bring an action against him in which 
their contention is that they have a right to stop him or that he 
has no right to build? Furthermore, if the building is raised 
already, can they^ take proceedings in which they say : “ You have 
no right to have such a building there”? To this the best 
answer may be said to be that a co-owner has a right to prevent 
construction mther than a right to construct; as, on the whole, 
a man who is attempting to construct in the way described, if he 
aims at making use of the common property® at his own pleasure, 
as if he were sole owner, is more or less snatching for himself 
a right which belongs to others as well. 

12 JAVOLENtrs {Epistles 2) I brought an action in which I con- 

tended that the defendant had no right to have his beams let into 
my wall : will he have to undertake in addition that he will not let 
any into it in future? My answer is : — I hold it to belong to the 
judge’s office to see that an undertaking is given with reference 
to future operations as well. 

13 PEOOiriiTJS {Epistles 5). I have got pipes by which I conduct 

water laid on a public road ; these pipes have burst and’your wall 
is in consequence drenched with water ; I should say you have 
a good right of action against me in which your claim will be that 
I have no right to have a discharge of water from my ground 
flowing on to your wall. 

14 PoMPONtcrs {on Sabinm 33) If I am the owner of a wall 
and I suffer you to let into the wall the same beams that you have 
had so let into it for some time past, and, this being the case, you wish 
to let in fresh beams, I have a right to stop you ; not only so, but 
I have a right of action to compel you to remove any fresh beams 
that you have let in. 1. If a wall which you and I own in common 
should, in consequence of some operations of yours, lean over 
towards my house, I have a right of action against you in which 
my daim will be that you have no right to have the wall in that 
position. 

* For non possit read numposdnL 0£ M. 

® 'Sorjure read re, 0£ M. 
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UiiPiAjrus {Opinions 6) A man raised his house in such 
a way as to make it obstruct the lights of a person under twenty- 
flye, or under the age of puberty, to whom Ire was himself curator 
or guardian : in this pase, it is no doubt true that the man in 
question and his heirs will be liable to an action, because he had 
no right to commit in his own person the very act which in con- 
sequence of his position he was compellable to stop anyone else 
from committing ; at the same time the boy or the minor ought to 
be allowed an action against anyone who should be in possession of 
the house in question, to make him remove a structure which was 
wrongfully put up. 

JuLiANUS {Digest 7) If I purchase from you the liberty of 
discharging eavesdrip from my house on to yours, aud, after that, 
I discharge it with your knowledge in pursuance of such purchase, 
I wish to know whether I can, on the strength of these facts, protect 
myself by an action or an exceptio ? The answer was that I can 
have recourse to either defence. 

At.w ivtts {Digest 2) Should there in any case be, between 
two houses, a wall which so protruded as to lean over half a foot 
or more towards the adjoining house, the proper action would be 
one in which it is claimed that the defendant has no right to have 
the wall encroaching in the way described over the plaintiff’s 
precincts without his consent. 1. A portion of the house of Oaius 
Seius beiiig under a servitude in favour of the house of Annius 
to the effect that Seius was not to have a right to have anything 
placed on that portion, Seius planted trees there, and underneath 
the same had basins, vessels^ and kettles. Hereupon Annius was 
advised by all those learned in the law to bring an action against 
Seius and claim therein that the defendant had no right to have 
the above objects placed on the spot without his leave. 2. A dung- 
hill had been put against someone’s wall by an adjoining owner 
from which moisture came through the wall ; whereupon the 
aggrieved party asked for a legal opinion as to how he could 
compel the other to remove the dunghiU. My answer was that, 
if the other had set up the nuisance in a public place, he would 
be compelled to remove it by an Interdict, but if it was in a private 
place, the proper course was to bring an action raising the question 
of servitude; again, that if the applicant had stipulated in respect 
of damnvm infectum, he would, if he had suffered any damage 


^ For et tmes read lme$ et C£ M. 
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from ihe cause mentioned, protect himself by means of the 
stipulation. ■" 

18 JtriiiAiJUS {Extracts from Minicius 6) . A man whose slaves 
prevented an adjoining owner from using a watercourse kept out 
of the way in order to avoid being sued: the plaintiff seeks to 
know what is his proper course. My answer was that the praetor 
ought, after hearing the application, to order that the other party’s 
property should be taken into possession and not be given up until 
he had created in favour of the applicant a servitude of water- 
course ; and, if such applicant, in consequence of being prevented 
from conveying water, had suffered any harm through drought, — 
for instance, his meadows or his trees were dried up [, — ^had 
made it good]^ 

19 Makciaittjs {Rules 5) Where a man brings an action about 
a servitude which he has in common with others and therein 
frames his claim to the same in due form, but he in some way or 
other loses the case by his own negligence, it is not fair that this 
should cause any loss to his fellow-owners ; but, if he colludes with 
the opposite party and abandons the suit, then, according to Celsus, 
the others must be allowed to bring an action de dolo, and this, 
he says, was the opinion of Sablnus. 

20 Sc.aEVOLA {Digest 4) A testatrix who bequeathed a certain 
estate had some houses close to such estate: the question was 
asked whether, assuming that the houses did not go with the 
estate, and the legatee sued to recover it®, the estate would be 
subject to any servitude in favour of the houses ; or, supposing the 
legatee claimed to have the estate conveyed to him in pursuance 
of a fideieommissmfi the heirs ought to reserve a servitude in 
fevour of the houses. The answer was — Yes {sic). 1. Several 
members of a municipal body who respectively possessed estates 
purchased a piece of forest land to hold as co-owners, in order 
to have common rights of pasture, and the same position of things 
was kept up by their successors ; but after this some of those who 
were in enjoyment of the right of pasture sold the estates above 
mentioned which they respectively owned. I wish to know whether 
after the sale the right referred to still follows the respective estates, 
seeing that the intention of the vendors was to convey this right 
too? The answer was that the imderstandiug which there was 

* For eaaruisset read emraUsmt, restituUset. C£ M. 

* For mm read mm. 
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between the contracting parties must be adhered to ; but if their 
intention was not clear? the right in question would go to the pur- 
chasers with the rest [of what was sold]. ? also wish to know, 
supposing a part of ai^y one of the above-mentioned estates held 
in severalty should pass to a legatee, whether it would carry with 
it any portion of the common right of pasturage. The answer was 
that, inasmuch as the right in question was one which must be 
held to be attached to the estate bequeathed, such right would 
equally go to the legatee. 

Labeo {Pithcma epitomised by Paulus 1) Where no 
water so far appears, no way thereto nor conduit thereof can 
be established. Paulus : on the contrary, this, I should say, is 
not the feet, for the reason that it is quite possible for a grant to 
be made to the effect that you [the grantee] shall be at liberty 
to search for water, and, if you find any, to convey it by a water- 
course. 


VI. 

How SERVITtTDBS ABB LOST. 

Gaitts {on the provineiat Bd/kt 7) Prsedial servitudes are 
lost by merger, if the same person comes to be owner of both 
estates. 

Paulus (tm the Edict 21) When a man has an iter and an 
aetu^, if he should for the period required by law use the iter only, 
then, according to Sabinus, Cassius, and Octavenus, the right of 
actus is not extinguished, but holds good ; a man who has a right 
of cuitus is at liberty to use that of iter as a matter of course. 

Gaius {on the provinded Edict 7) It is generally received 
that easements attached to estates are not lost by death or capitis 
diminvtio. 

Paulus {on the Edict 27) An iter existing at law by^^way 
of access to a burial-place is never lost by non-user. 

The same {on the Edict 66) A man can keep up a servitude 
through a fellow-owner or a usufructuary or a bona fide possessor ; 

Gelsus {Digest 6) it is enough that an iter has been used as 
attached to the land. 1. If you and I have a via across the land of 
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an adjoining owner, and I make use of it, but you, for the regular 
period, forbear to use it, will you h£ve lost your right ? 
Conrersely, if an adjoining owner who has a lia across our 
land should walk and drive over my portion, but should not 
enter your portion, will this exempt your portion from the 
servitude? Celsus’s answer was this; — ^if the estate is divided 
between the co-owners in distinct portions, then, with regard to 
the servitude which was attached to the land, the legal position is 
the same as if it had been attached originally to two separate 
estates ; accordingly, each of the two ownera can keep up his own 
servitude, and each may lose his servitude by non-user, and the 
legal implications affecting the respective estates are no further 
mixed up in the matter ; moreover this construction does no wrong 
to the man whose estate serves, indeed, if anything, he is the better 
off, because user by one of the two owners benefits that owner only 
and does not benefit the whole united estate. 1 a. If, on the other 
hand, it is the servient estate which is divided in the way mentioned, 
the matter then involves a little more uncertainty. If the right of 
way has a distinct and specific course, then, if the whole land is 
divided in the line of the way, the same consequence in all respects 
must follow as if there had equally been two distinct estates in the 
case when the servitude was ofiginally created ; but if the land is 
divided by a line which crosses the way, — and it makes very little 
difference whether it is divided into equal or unequal parts,— then 
the same right of servitude remains as was existing^efore the 
division was made, moreover what is retained by user or lost by 
non-user will be nothing short of the whole right of way ; and if it 
should happen that the dominant owner used so much only of the 
way as lay across one of the two estates, it will not follow that the 
other estate becomes free, as the right of way is one single right 
and so indivisible. 1 6. A^t the same time the parties can exempt 
either of the estates, provided they expressly agree to do so; at 
any rate, if the person who has a right to the servitude should 
purchase one of the two estates which resulted from the division, 
can it be said that the servitude to which the other is subject will 
be any the less still on foot ? I do not see how any absurd con- 
sequence wiU follow from this view, so long as one of the estates 
remains subject to the servitude, assuming that from the first a 
more restricted right of way could have been created than was 
defined in the agreement, and that, in the estate as to which the 
servitude was not released, there is space enough left to allow the 
right of to be exercised ; but if there is not space enough left 
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for such exercise of the right, then both estates will be exempt, one 
because it was purchased [by the dominant owner], and the other be- 
cause the space left is such that no right of way could be established 
over it, 1 c. If however, lastly, the nature of the via constituted 
was such that the party entitled could walk or drive over any part 
of the estate at his pleasure, and there was nothing to prevent his 
changing his course from time to time, and, after that, the land was 
divided, if [as I say] he is free to walk or drive through all parts 
equally, in that case we shall have to treat the matter in the same 
way as if at the outset there had been two servitudes imposed on 
the two estates respectively, so that the one could be kept up and 
the other could be lost by non-user. Id. I am quite aware that 
upon this view of the matter one man’s right would be impaired by 
another man’s act, because, before the division, it was enough^ that 
the party entitled walked or drove over one part of the land for 
him to retain the same right over the other part, but we must 
remember that the party who was entitled to the via has gained 
this advantage that he is able to walk or drive along two roadways 
equally, and enjoys twice over a rqad which is eight feet wide 
where it extends in a straight course and sixteen where it bends. 

Paultts (on Platdius 13) Jf the right to a watercourse is 
given under circumstances such that it can only be enjoyed in the 
summer or only in one month, the question arises how it can be 
lost by non-user, as there is no continuous period to be shown 
during which the party was^ able to use it but did not do so. 
Accordingly, if a man enjoys a watercourse only every other year, 
or every other month, the right is lost by lapse of twice the regular 
period ; and the same rule is followed as to a right of way. But if 
he has a right which he can exercise every other day, or only® by 
day, or only by night, this will be lost by lapse of the time laid 
down by the statute, because it is all one servitude ; and if he has 
a servitude which he can use every other hour, or for one hour 
every day, then, according to Servius, he will lose the servitude by 
non-user [for the regular period], because what he has is available 
every day. 

The same (on Plautius 16) If I have the right to discharge 
rain-water on to a vacant place belonging to you, and I allow you 
the right of building on the space in question, I lose the right to 

^ For scetitis read satis. Of. M. 

^ del. non. 

® For toto read ta/ntum. 0£ M. 
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discharge rain-water. Similarly, if I have a right of via over your 
land, and I allow you to do anything on a? spot across which the 
roadway runs, I lose the right. 1. A man who passes along a 
portion of an it&r to which he has a right is held to keep up the 
user of the whole right of way. 

9 Javolenus {Extracts from, Plautius 3) If water flows into 
a portion of a channel for conveying water, though it does not go 
as fe,r as the extreme end of it, still the user is maintained as to 
every part. 

10 Paulus {on Plci'idius 15) If I and my ward have land in 
common [to which a right of way is attached], then, though we 
should not both use it, [but only the ward,] stUl, in the interest of 
the ward, I retain the right of way myself. 1. If a person who has 
a right to draw water by night draws it by day only, for the period 
laid down for loss by non-user, he loses the right to draw it by 
night, because he failed to use it. A similar rule applies to a t«nn 
who, having a right to the use of a watercourse for certain specified 
hours of the day, uses it at other hours and not for any portion of 
the hours specified. 

11 MARCBLLtrs {Digest 4) A man who had a right to a via or 
an axtus, provided he used vehicles of a particular kind, used a 
vehicle of some other kind ; in this case we may fiiirly consider 
whether he has not lost his servitude, and whether if is not a 
difierent case where a man has been conveying a greater load 
than he had a right to convey ; the position of this latter being 
that he may be held to have used the roadway to excess rather 
than used it in the wrong way, just as if^ he had used a greater 
breadth of road than he ought, or driven too many horses, or 
added water from some other source [than that to which he had a 
right]. Accordingly, in all the cases mentioned, the servitude is 
not lost ; but the party is not to have by way of servitude a more 
extensive right than is embraced by the terms of the agreement. 
1, Land being given by way of legacy, on a condition, the heir 
subjected it to certain servitudes ; if the condition is fulfilled, the 
servitudes will be extinguished. We may consider whether, sup- 
posing the servitudes had been created in favour of the lanrl 
bequeathed, the legatee would not get the benefit of them ; and 
the better rule is that he would 


^ Ins. si affcer sieuti. 
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12 Celstjs {Digest 23) A hona fide purchaser of land which 
did not belong to the .vendor made use of a right of way attached 
to the land ; here the right of way will be maintained j and that 
even if he should be in possession on preea/rmm, or after forcibly 
ejecting the owner ; a& the fact is that when an estate which has 
acquired a particular bent and character {qwiliter se hdhens) is in 
that character taken into possession, such a right is not lost, and 
it is immaterial whether one who possesses it, such as it is, 
possesses lawfully or not. For this reason, still more is it true 
that, if there has been a natural flow of water through some 
channel, the right of watercourse is kept up. This is held by 
Sabinus very reasonably, and it is to be found in Neratius 
{Membranes 4). 

13 Makcsellus {Digest 17) If a man who has an estate to 
which there is attached a right of way over adjoining land should 
sell a part thereof abutting on the servient estate, without imposing 
the servitude, but he should, before the expiration of the statutable 
time by lapse of which servitudes are lost, acqidre once more the 
part which he sold, he will enjoy the servitude to which the ad- 
joining owner was subject. 

14 Javolentts {Extracts from Oassius 10) Where a space of 
ground over which there exists a via or an iter or an actus is 
submerged by the influx of a river, but, before the expiration of 
the perioft which suffices for the extinction of servitudes, the spot 
of ground is recovered by soil being deposited by the stream, the 
servitude is restored too, such as it was before ; but if so much 
time passes that the servitude is lost, the owner of the ground can 
be compelled to renew it. 1. Where a public road is effaced by 
the flow of water from a river or by the fall of a building, the 
nearest landowner is bound to afford a passage. 

16 The same {Epistles 2) If I have a right of servitude over 
several estates, and, that being the case, I acquire one of snch 
estates which lies between two others, I should say that the servi- 
tude is not lost, as a servitude can be lost only when the person 
to whom it belongs is unable to use it ; but, if that person has 
acquired an estate between the two, it may very well be the case 
that he has a right of way over the estates that come first and last. 

16 PROOlTiiUS {EpisUes 1) A number of persons were in the 
habit of conducting along one and the same channel, in virtue of 
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a right so to do, water which came to the surface on the land of 
an adjoining owner ; the arrangement being that each one on his 
own particular day conducted the water from its source first of all 
along one channel which was used by all-in common and then 
along a special channel of his own, the parties coming one after 
the other in the order of distance. One of the number took no 
water for the whole of the regular period by lapse of which servi- 
tudes are lost. My opinion is that he lost the right to take water, 
and that his right was not made the subject of user on the part of 
those who took water, as such right belonged to each one as his 
own separate property and could not be exercised by user on the 
part of another. But if a watercourse had been attached to an 
estate belonging to several persons, it would have been exercised 
by user on the part of one for the benefit of all the pei*sons who 
shared in the ownership of the estate. It may be added that if [in 
the case first mentioned] one of the persons who were entitled to 
a servitude for conducting water and who conducted water along 
the same channel should lose the right to conduct it by failing to 
exercise it, no portion of righj; would accrue on that ground to the 
others who used the channel, and the benefit would go to the land- 
owner across whose estate the watercourse lay^ which, as to the 
share of one person, was lost bynon-user ; the landowner enjoying 
liberty in respect of so much of the servitude. 

17 POMPONITTS {Extracts from va/riom readings 11) Labeo 
says that if a man who has a right to draw water shodid for the 
period required for the loss of a servitude by lapse of time go to 
the spring but draw no water, he loses the right of way too. 

18 Patjltts {on Sabinus 15) Where a man uses some other 
water than the one intended when the servitude was created, the 
servitude is lost. 1. Any period of time during which the last 
owner of land to which a servitude is attached failed to use it is 
reckoned against the person who succeeds to his place. 2. Where 
you have a right to insert a beam, but the adjoining owner has 
allowed the regular period to pass without any building of his 
being there, and you in consequence are not able to insert anything, 
you will not thereby any the more lose your servitude, because the 
adjoining owner cannot be held to have acquired by vsias exemption 
from the servitude affecting his house, as he never interrupted your 
exercise of the right. 


1 Insert e$t after aquw. M, 
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POMPONITJS {on Sahinm 32) If I sell part of my land and 
provide in the agreement that I shall have a right to conduct 
water over that part to the rest of my estate, and the regular time 
passes by without my making a channel, I do not lose any 
right, as there is^ no watercourse, and my right to a servitude 
remains unimpaired ; but if I had made a channel and not used it, 

I should lose it 1. If I bequeath to you a via over my land, and, after 
the time when my inheritance is entered upon, you should, for the 
whole of the period which is required for loss of a servitude, be 
unaware that the bequest was made, you will lose the via by non- 
user. But if, before the expiration of the period, you should sell 
your land, without having yet become aware that the servitude was 
bequeathed you, the purchaser will have a good title to the right of 
way, if he should use it for the rest of the time, because, in short, 
it had already begun to belong to you ; one result being that you 
could never become entitled even to repudiate the legacy, as the 
land [to which the servitude would be attached] would not belong 
to you. 

Sc.®V0LA {Rvles 1) A servitude is kept up by user when it 
is enjoyed by the actual person who has a right to it or who is in 
possession of it, or his hired servant, or his guest, or his doctor, or 
someone who comes to visit him,* or a tenant of his, or a usu- 
fructuary ; 

Paulu^i {Sentences 5) even though, in the case of the 
usufructuary, he should be in occupation in his own name ; 

So-aEVOLA {Rules 1) in short, whoever it is that uses the 
roadway as if he had a right to it, 

Paultjs {Sentetvees 5) whether he uses it for the sake of 
access to another man’s estate or of exit from it, 

Sc-asvoLA {Rules 1) and that even as a mala fide 
possessor, — ^it will keep the servitude alive. 

Pattlits {Sentences 5) A man is not regarded as using a 
servitude except where he thinks he is using a right of his own ; 
consequently where a man uses it by way of using a public road or 
of using a servitude belonging to someone else, there is no available 
interdict or action open to him. 

^ The text has fuerit. I think the sense mnst be as above, though that seems 
more to agree ■withj^ii, which some would read. 


u. J. n. 
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NINTH BOOK. 


I. 

On" ALiiEGBD Commission op Pawperies by a Fouk-footed 

Animal. 

1 Ulpianxts ipn the Edict 18) Where a four-footed animal 
is alleged to have done pauperies (damage), there is a right of 
action which has come down from the Twelve Tables ; that Statute 
lays down that either the ;pffending subject, that is, the animal 
which conomitted the nooeia (harm), should be handed over or 
pecuniary damages should be given equivalent to the amount of 
harm done. 1. The word noxiSi signifies the actual delict. 2. The 
action is given in the case of every kind of four-footed animal. 
3. The praetor’s words are "have done pauper iesi' Pauperies 
means damage done without legal wrong on the part (jtf the doer, 
and of course an animal cannot do any legal wrong, as it is devoid 
of reason. 4. Accordingly, as Servius says, this action lies where 
an animal does harm because its savage nature is excited ; suppose, 
for instance, a horse given to kicking actually kicks, or an ox butts 
with its horns which is in the habit of butting, or mules [do some 
mischief] owing to exceptional vice; but if an animal should 
upset a load on some passer by, owing to the roughness of the 
ground or the negligence of the driver, or because it was too 
heavily laden, this action will not be allowed, but the proceedings 
will be for wrongM damage. 6. Again, suppose a dog that some- 
one is leading should out of a vicious deposition break loose and 
injure anyone, in such a case, if it could have been better held by 
another person, or it ought not to have been taken along that 
particular way, this action will not lie, and the person who was 
holding the dog will be liable. 6. Furthermore, the action will 
not lie if the creature does damage through someone setting it on. 
7. To give a general rule, this action lies whenever a creature does 
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panperies under some excitement which is contrary to the nature 
of such animals ; consequently, if a horse kicks out because it is 
excited by pain, then the action will not lie,’ but the person who 
struck or wounded thejiorse is liable, the action against him being 
in factum rather than on the lex AquUia, were it only for this 
reason, that the person did not do the damage with his own body. 
But if a horse kicks a man when he stroked or patted it, there is 
ground for the action. 8. If one animal provokes another so that 
it does damage, the action must be brought in respect of the one 
which provokes. 9. This action will lie whether the animal did 
pauperies with its own body or through some external object with 
which it was in contact ; say, for example, that an ox crushes some- 
one by upsetting a waggon or anything else. 10. The action will 
not apply in the case of wild beasts, because they are savage by 
nature ; consequently, if a bear has got loose and so done harm, 
there can be no action against the late owner, because, now that 
the wild beast has got away, he ceases to be owner ; accordingly, if I 
Mil the bear, the carcase be mine. 11. Where two rams or two 
bulls fight and one Mils the other, Quintus Mucius draws a distinc- 
tion ; if, he says, the animal killed is the one who first attacked, 
there will be no action, but if it is the one who gave no challenge, 
there is a good right of action, and consequently the party 
[who owns the other] must either make amends for the mischief 
or sun*ender the animal for noxa. 12. We may add that as the 
rule is thaii noxa follows the offending subject, even in the case of 
four-footed animals, this action will be allowed not against the 
party to whom the animal belonged when it did the damage, but 
against the one to whom it belongs at the moment, 1 3. and, no doubt, 
if the creature dies before joinder of issue, there is an end of the 
right of action. 14. Surrender for noxa means handing over the 
live animal. If it belongs to several persons in common, the rule 
is that there is a right to a noxal action against each co-owner for 
the whole amount, just as in the case of a slave. 15. In some 
cases however the action against the owner will not be brought to 
make him surrender for noxa, but will be for the whole amount ; 
for example, where, on being asked before the magistrate whether 
the animal is his, he replies that it is not ; as, after that, if it 
should be shown that it is his, he will be ordered to pay the whole 
amount [without the alternative]. 16. If some third person should 
kill the animal after joinder of issue, then, seeing that the owner 
has the right of action on the lex AquMa, account will be taken 
of the lex AqvMia [by the judge] in the action [against the owner], 

8—2 
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because the ownei' has lost the power of surrendering for noxa ; 
consequently in the action which we are discussing he will have to 
tender the damages "assessed, unless he is prepared to assign his 
right of action against the man who killed the animal. 17. This 
action, as no one will hesitate to say, is allowed to the heir and to 
every kind of successor ; moreover it is available against the heir 
and other successors, not, that is, by right of succession, but on 
the ground of their position as owners. 

2 Patjltts (on the Edict 22) This action is open not only to 
the owner of the property injured, but equally to anyone who has 
the requisite interest, for example, to a person to whom the property 
was lent, also to a fuller, as these persons clearly suffer damage 
owing to their own liability. 1. If a man should be trying to get 
away from somebody, say from a magistrate, and should betake 
himself to the nearest shop, and there be injured by a savage dog, 
then, according to the opinion of some, the action cannot be brought 
in respect of the dog ; though it could, if the dog were at large. 

3 Gaius (on the prommicd Edict 7) There is no doubt that 
an action can be brought on this statute by or on behalf of free 
persons, supposing, for example, an animal wounds z, paierfomiMm 
or a son ymder potestas ; not, ti^t is to say, that disfigurement can 
be taken into account, as no valuation can be made in respect of 
a free individual, but there may be account taken o^ expenses 
incurred for medical treatment and the loss of employment which 
the party has had to give up or has lost an opportunity of taking 
in consequence of being disabled. 

4 Patjlxjs (on the Edict 22) This action is open as an wtUis 
actio, where it is not a four-footed animal that did the pawperies, 
but one of some other kind. 

5 Alfenus (Digest 2) A groom was leading a horse into 
an innyard, when the horse snuffed at a mule; whereupon the 
mule kicked out and broke the groom’s leg ; an opinion was desired 
as to whether there could be an action brought against the owner 
of the mule, because the mule pawpexies. My answer was Yes. 
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On the lex^quUia 
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OiT THE LEX AQTTILIA. 

Ulpianus {on tJte Edict 18) The lex Aquilia -vras a partial 
repeal of all the statutes which before it dealt with illegal damage, 
whether it were the Twelve Tables or any other enactment ; which 
statutes need not now be rehearsed. 1. The lex Aquilia is a 
plebiscite ; Aquilius, a tribune of the plebs, having moved it before 
the plebs. 

Gaitts {on the provincial Edict 7) It is provided by the lex 
Aquilia in Chap. I as follows : — “ If anyone slays unlawfully a 
slave of either sex belonging to another person, or a four-footed 
animal of the class of ‘peeudes,' then, whatever was the greatest 
value of the same in the year then last past, let the party be 
ordered to pay brass to that amount to the owner ; ” 1. and then, 
further on, it is provided that, against one who denies the fact, the 
action shall be for double the amount 2. It appears therefore 
that the statute puts a man’s foui’-footed animals on a level with 
his slaves, such animals being of the class of peeudes and kept in 
herds, as, for instance, sheep, goats, kine, horses, mules, and asses. 
Whether swine are included under the term peeudes is a question 
sometime^ asked, and Labeo holds very properly that they are. 
But the term does not comprise dogs : much less are wild beasts 
members of this class, such as bears, lions, and panthers. Elephants 
and camels are, so to speak, half and half, as they do the work of 
beasts of draught and, at the same time, their nature is wild, con- 
sequently they must be held to be included in the first chapter. 

Ulpiancts (o» the Edict 18) If a slave of either sex should 
be killed unlawfully, the lex Aquilia applies. It is very properly 
added that the killing must be unlawful, as it is not enough that 
the slave should be killed, but the act must be done unlawfully. 

Gapcts {on the provvneial Edict 7) Accordingly, if a slave of 
yours is a robber and lies in wait for me, and I kill him, I need be 
under no apprehension ; — common sense allows a man to defend 
himself from danger. 1. The statute of the Twelve Tables allows 
anyone to kill a thief who is caught at night [in the act of thieving], 
provided always the party gives notice of his intention with a shout ; 
if the thief is caught by day, the statute only allows him to be 
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killed where he defends himself with a weapon, provided, again, 
the party gives notice with a shout. 

5 IJiiPiorus {on the Edict 18) However, when a man kills any- 
one who seeks to attack him with a weapon, he will not be held to 
kill him unlawfully, and if a man should kill a thief to save his 
own life, no one will hesitate to say that he is not liable on the lex 
AqidMa. Still, if, where he had it in his power to apprehend the 
thief, he chose to kill him, he must, on the whole, be held to have 
done it unlawfully ; consequently he will be liable on the lex 
Qorndia too. 1. By injnria we must not here understand some 
kind of insult, as we do in connexion with an action for injuries, 
but something which is done not according to law, in short, against 
the law, that is to say a case in which a man kills by negligence 
(eidpa) ; consequently sometimes the two actions, the one on the lex 
AquUia and the one for injuries, are both admissible, but there >vill 
be two assessments of damages, one for damage and the other for 
insult. Accordingly we must here understand injuria to mean 
damage done by negligence, even by a person who had no desu-e to 
do harm. 2. Hence arises the question whether there is an action 
on the lex AquUia where damage is done by a lunatic. Pegasus 
said there was none : what negligence, he asked, can there be in 
such a person, seeing that he is not in his right mind? This is 
perfectly sound. Accordingly there will be no action on the l&s 
AquUia ; just as there is none where an animal does tlfe damage, 
or where a tile falls. Again, if a child {infani) does the damage, 
the same rule applies. If a boy under age {impvbes) does it, then, 
according to Labeo, seeing that he would be liable for theft, he is 
liable under the lex AquUia too, and this I should say is true, if 
he has reached sufficient intelligence to commit a legal offence. 
3. If an instructor wounds or kills a slave in the course of teaching 
him, will he be liable under the lex AquUia, on the ground that 
he ffid unlawful damage ? Julianus tells us that a man was held 
liable under the lex AquUia who, in the course of giving instruc- 
tion, blinded his pupil of an eye ; much more, therefore, must the 
same be held if he kills him. We find the following case ^ven by 
him. A shoemaker, he says, when a boy whom he was instmcting, 
a freeborn JUius /erniUiens, executed rather badly what he gave him 
to do, hit him on the neck with a last, with the result that his 
eye was destroyed. Here Julianus says that there is no right of 
action for injuries, because the man did not strike the blow with 
the intention of committing any injuria, but in order to correct 
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and instruct ; but he hesitates to say there is no action on the 
contract, because a person who gives instruction is only allowed to 
chastise his pupil to a moderate extent ; however I have no doubt 
that an action can be brought on the lex Aqmlia, 

Paultts {on the Ediet 22) as excessive brutality on the part 
of a teacher is counted for negligence. 

UiiPiANTTS {on the Edict 18 ) In this action, according to 
Julianus, the father will get an amount equivalent to the falling 
off in the gains he makes from his son’s services occasioned by the 
destruction of his eye, besides the cost the father incurs for medical 
attendance. 1. The word “ slay ” must be .taken to apply whether 
the party took a sword or, it may be, a stick or some other weapon 
or used his hands ; as, for instance, where he strangled the man or 
killed him by a kick or by butting at him with his head or in any 
way whatever. 2. If a man who is carrying a burden which is too 
heavy for him throws it down and kills a slave, the lex Aquilia 
applies, as it was open to him to avoid taking so great a load : we 
may observe that it is said by Peg^us that, if a man falls and 
crushes someone else’s slave with a load which he is bearing, he is 
not liable under the lex AquUia, unless he either loaded himself 
more heavily than he ought to haVe done or walked in a slippery 
place without taking proper cara 3. Similarly where a man does 
damage in consequence of someone else pushing him, Proculus 
tells us tteit neither the man who pushed is liable, because he did 
not kill, nor the man who was pushed, because he did not do 
wrongful damage ; from which it follows that an action w fotctvm 
must be allowed against the man who pushed. 4. If one man kills 
another in a wrestling match or in the pamcrcdiwm or in a trial of 
strength between two boxers, if the man is killed, the lex Aquilia 
does not apply, because the damage must be held to be done for 
the sake of distinction and prowess, and not with any wrongful 
intent. But this rule has no application in the case of a slave, as 
the practice is that only freeborn persons contend ; it does apply 
where afiUm/amUias is wounded. Of course, where a man injures 
someone who is trying to get out of the way, the lex AquMia 
applies, or where he kills a slave without there being any contest, 
unless it takes place in a case where the owner set the slave on ; 
there the l&x would not apply. 5. If a person gives a slight blow 
to a sick slave, and the man dies, then, as Labeo truly says, he is 
liable under the l&jo Aquilia, as a blow that will kill one man very 
often will not kill another. 6. Celsus says that it makes a great 
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deal of difference whether the party kills or famishes the cause of 
death, one who furnishes the cause of death not being liable under 
the lex Aquilia butiio an action in factum ; and, in this connexion 
he mentions the case of a man who gave poison by way of a medical 
drug, who, he says, furnished the cause of death, just like one who 
puts a sword in the hand of a lunatic ; this latter, he says, like 
the first, not being liable under the lex Aquilia, but in factum. 
7. But wheu a man throws someone off a bridge, whether the 
latter is killed by the shock itself, or is at once drowned or is over- 
powered by the force of the current and dies from exhaustion, the 
offender, according to Oelsus, is liable under the lex Aquilia, just 
as he would be if he had dashed a boy against a rock. 8. Proculus 
says that if a surgeon operates on a slave unskilfully, there is 
a good right of action, either on the contract or under the lex 
Aquilia. 

8 Gaixjs {on tlm 'p^'ovincial Edict 7) The same rule applies 
where a doctor makes a wrong use of a drug ; but, in fact, where a man 
operates properly, but omits further treatment, he will not get off 
free, but is held guilty of negligence. Again, where a mule- 
driver, through want of experience, is unable to hold in his mules 
as they rush off, if they run aver someone else’s slave, the driver 
is commonly said to be liable on the ground of negligence. The 
law is the same where he is unable to hold the mules in because 
he is not strong enough ; and it cannot be held unjus^ that want 
of strength should bear out a charge of negligence, because no one 
ought to undertake a task in which he knows or is bound to know 
that his want of strength will be a source of peril to others. The 
same law holds in the case of a man who from want of experience 
or from want of strength cannot keep in a horse on which he is 
riding. 

9 Ulpiaitus {on the Edict 18) Again, where a midwife gives 
a drug to a woman who dies in consequence, Labeo makes this 
distinction : if she administered the drug with her own hands, she 
must be held to have killed the woman ; but if she gave it to the 
woman for her to take it herself, there must be an action allowed 
in factum ; and this is a sound opinion, as in this case the midwife 
furnished the cause of death rather than killed. 1. Where a man, 
either by force or suasion, administers a drug to any person, either 
as a draught or by injection, or rubs him with some poisonous 
preparation, he is liable under the Ux AqvMa, just as the midwife 
is who gets a woman to swallow a drug. 2. Where a man starves 
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a slave to death, according to Neratius, he is liable to an action in 
factum. 3. If my slaVe is riding on horseback, and you frighten 
the horee, and so cause the man to be throi^ into the river, and 
he is drowned, then, a^ we read in Ofilivs, it is a case for an action 
in factum, \ just as it would be if my slave were inveigled into an 
ambush by one man and killed by another. 4. But if persons 
are hurling spears by way of sport and a slave is killed, the lex 
Aquilm applies ; (though if, when a number of persons were 
hurling spears on the exercise groimd, the slave passed that way, 
the statute does not apply, because the slave had no business 
making his way at an improper time across the ground used for 
hurling spears ; at the same time [even then] anyone who should 
deliberately aim at the slave would certainly be liable under the 
statute ;) 

LO Paulus {on the Edict 22) because the practice of a 

mischievous sport is a piece of negligence. 

11 Ulpiahus {on the. Edict 18) Again, Mela says this: — If 

several persons are playing at ball,* one of whom gives the ball 
rather a hard stroke and so drives it against the hand of a barber, 
and thereby a slave whom the barber has in his hands has his 
throat cut, in consequence of the razor being knocked against it, 
whichever party was guilty of negligence is liable on the lex 
AquUia. Proculus says the negligence is the barber’s ; and 
certainly, if he was carrying on his trade on a spot where the sport 
above mentioned was usually practised, or where people were 
constantly passing, he is to some extent accountable, though, on 
the other hand, there is some sense in the remark that where a man 
puts himself in the hands of a barber who has set up his stool in 
a dangerous place, he has himself to blame. 1. If one man held 
a slave and another killed him, the one who held him you may say 
furnished the cause of death and consequently he is liable to an 
action in factum. 2. But if a number of persons struck him, it is 
a point to consider whether all are not liable, as having all MUed 
him. As to this, if it is known who struck the fatal blow, that one 
is liable, as having killed him; but, if it is not known, then, 
according to Julianus, all are hable, as having slain, and if an 
action is brought against one, this does not release the others, 
because, under the lex Aqwilia, payment by one man is no 

1 Probably words referring to an accident occurring in the course of regular 
drill are omitted by an oversight Of J. 4. 3. 4 : v. M. 
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discharge to another, as it is a case of penal damages. 3. Celsus 
tells us that if one man gives [a slave] a m'brtal wound, and, after 
that, another kills him outright, the former is not liable for slaying 
but for wounding, because the slave died from a different wound ; 
but the latter is liable for slaying. Marcellus takes the same view, 
and it is the more reasonable opinion. 4. If a number of persons 
let fall a piece of timber and crush a slave, the old lawyers hold 
that they are all equally liable under the lex Aquilia. 5. Again, 
Proculus gave the opinion that there was an action on the statute 
against a man who set his dog at someone and made it bite him, 
though he was not holding the dog ; but Julianus says that a man 
would be liable under the statute only where he held the dog and 
so caused it to bite someone ; whereas, if he did not hold it, the 
action must be in factum. 6. The right of action under the lex 
Aquilia belongs to the “erus” that is the owner. 7. If wi’ongful 
damage is done in the case of a slave whom I was going to restore 
to you by way of “ redhibition,” then, according to Julianus, I have 
a good right of action under the lex Aquilia, and, when I proceed 
to make the redhibition, I imxst assign it over to you. 8. Suppose, 
however, the slave is held to service in good faith by someone 
[who is not his owner], will the latter have the right of action? 
Here, on the whole, the action tolbe allowed is in factum. 9. "iVliere 
clothes have been lent to a person, according to Julianus, if they 
should be tom, the borrower cannot bring an action on the lex 
Aquilia-, the right of action is with the owner. lO.*" Julianus 
discusses the question whether a usufructuary or a usuary has an 
action on the lex Aquilia ; my own opinion is that in such a case 
what will have to be allowed is an utilis actio. 

12 PATOtrs (on Sabinus 10) We may add that if the bare 

proprietor wounds or kills a slave in whom I have the usufruct, I 
have a right to have an action allowed me against him on the 
analogy of the Ux Aquilia, the damages to be in proportion to 
the value of my usufruct, and, in assessing such damages, that part 
of the year is to be included in the account which was anterior to 
my usufruct 

13 ULPiANfTJS (on the Edict 18) A free man has an utilis actio 
on the le.x Aquilia-, he has not the direct action, as no one can be 
called owner of his own limbs. The owner can sue on account of 
a runaway slave. 1. Julianus says that if a free man acts as a 
hmd fide slave to me, he is liable towards me in his own person 
under the hx Aquilia. 2. Where a slave is killed who is part of 
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the assets of a deceased person, the question may be asked who 
can bring the action, aS there is no owner of such a slave ? Celsus 
says that the statute requires that damage should always be made 
good to the owner; sq here the inheritance will be deemed the 
owner ; consequently, when the heir enters on the inheritance, he 
can take the requisite proceedings. 3. Where a slave who was 
left as a legacy is killed after entry on the inheritance, the right of 
action on the lex Aquilia is in the legatee, unless^ it was only after 
the death of the slave that he accepted the legacy ; if he declined 
it, then, according to Juliauus, it follows that we must say that the 
right of action goes to the heir. 

PAxrLxrs {<ni the Edict 22) But if the heir kills the slave 
himself, the view has been maintained that the legatee must be 
allowed an action against him. 

UiiPiANUS (on the Edict 18) It would follow from the passage 
[in Julianas] that the rule is that if the slave bequeathed is killed 
before entry is made on the inheritance, the right of action on the 
Ux Aquilia remains with the heir, Jjaving come to him through 
the inheritance : but if the slave was wounded before the entry, then 
the right of action remained part of the inheritance, but the heir 
is bound to assign it to the legatee. 1. Where a slave receives a 
mortal wound and then is killed by the fall of a house or by ship- 
wreck or by a blow of any kind sooner than he would have died of 
the wound, there can be no action for killing him [against the man 
who first wounded him], but only one for wounding him ; but if he 
was manumitted or disposed of to someone else and after that died 
of the wound, in that case, according to Julianus, an action can be 
brought as for killing him. The reason of the above discrimination 
is that it is a fact that he was killed by you at the moment when 
you wounded him, though it was made manifest only when he died, 
but, in the first mentioned case, the fall of the house made it impos- 
sible to ascertain whether he was killed or not. Where your slave 
is mortally wounded, and you [in your testament] make him free 
and appoint him your heir, and after that he dies, your heir caimot 
sue on the lex AquiUa, 

Mabcianus (Mules 4) because the matter is brought into a 
position in which the right could not have arisen. 

UuPiANtrs (on the Edict 18) If an owner kills his own slave, 
1 Jor wm M. is inclined to read ml-, which gives “even if” instead of “unless.” 
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he will be liable to an action infoxtum at the hands of a bond fide 
possessor or one who held the slave as pledgee. 

18 Paulus (on Bahirnm 10) We may add that if the pledgee kills 

or wounds the slave, he can be sued under the lex AqvMa and by 
the action on the pledge, but the plaintiff is bound to be content 
with one or other of the two actions. 

19 Ulplastus (on the Edict 18) But if a man kills a slave whom 

he owns in common with someone else, according to Celsus he is 
liable on the lex AquUia ; and the rule is the same if he wounds 
him : 

20 The same (on Sabinm 42) he is liable, that is, in respect of 
such share in the slave as belongs to the plaintiff. 

21 The same (on the Edict 18) The words of the statute are : — 

“whatever was the greatest value of the slave in that year.” This 
clause prescribes a valuation of the amount of damage done. 
1. The year is to be reckoned back from the day when the slave was 
killed : but if he was only nqprtally wounded and died after a long 
interval of time, then, according to Julianus, we must reckon the 
year from the time when he was wounded, though Celsus gives a 
different rule. 2. Do we hoT^ever merely estimate the intrinsic 
value borne by the slave himself when he was killed, or do we not 
rather consider the interest his owner had in his not being killed ? 
According to the present practice what is estimated is the interest 
mentioned. 

22 PAtHiUS (on the Edict 22) Accordingly, if you have killed a 
slave whom I had engaged to deliver to someone else under a 
penalty, the difference it makes to me is a relevant consideration 
in the case. 1. Indirect elements of value (camce) attached to the 
particular individual must be brought into the account too ; for 
instance, where a man kills one slave out of a troop of players or 
singers, or one of twins, or one horse out of a team, or one animal, 
male or female, of a pair of mules j as in such cases a value must 
not be set only on the individual killed, but account must be further 
taken of the extent to which the others are depreciated. 

23 Ulpiantts (on the Edict 18) On this principle jSTeratius 
tells us that if a slave is killed who is’ appointed heir [by a stranger], 
the value of the inheritance itself will be considered in assessing 
damages. 1. Julianus says that if a slave is killed who had been 
manumitted by testament and appointed heir [by his owner]. 
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neither the substituted heir nor the statutable heir can by means 
of an action on the lex Aquilia recover the amount of a value set 
on the inheritance, such inheritance not having been open to the 
slave ; and this opinion is sound. Accordingly, he says, the only 
thing to be estimated is the market value of the slave, as that is 
all in which the substitute can be held to have any interest : but 
my own opinion is that even the market value will not be con- 
sidered, because, if the slave had been heir, he would have been 
fi'ee too. 2. Julianus says further that if I am appointed heir on 
condition that I manumit Stichus, and then Stichus is killed after 
the testator’s death, the assessed amount that I shall get will 
include the value of the inheritance, because the act of killing 
prevented the fulfilment of the condition ; but if the slave is killed 
in the testator’s lifetime, the value of the inheritance will not be 
taken into account, because the question is put retrospectively 
what was the greatest value the slave bore. 3. Again Julianus 
says that the valuation of the slave is made with reference to the 
time at which he was worth most in that year ; it follows that, if 
there is some valuable painter whose thumb is cut o% and within 
a year’s time after this injury he is \illed, his owner can sue on 
the lex Aquilia, and the painter must be valued at such a sum as 
he was worth before he lost his thumb and with it his power of 
painting. 4. Again, if a slave of mine should be killed who had 
been guilty of extensive falsification in my accounts, and accord- 
ingly it was my intention to examine him by torture, in order to 
extract from him the names of his accomplices, Labeo says very 
properly that the value which ought to be put on the slave is one 
representing the interest I had in the frauds^ committed through 
him being detected, not the amount of direct loss occasioned by 
the man himself. 5. If a well-conducted slave shbuld change his 
character and then be killed within the year, the value to be taken 
in assessing the damages will be what he was worth before such 
change. 6. In short, the rule is that any advantages which 
enhanced the value of the slave at any time within the year ending 
at the moment when he was killed form an element m the valua- 
tion to be put on him. 7. If an infant is killed which is not a 
year old, the better opinion is that this action will meet the case, 
the valuation being referred to the portion of the year during 
which the infant existed. 8. It is* settled that the action is 
allowed to the heir and to all other successors ; but it will not be 
allowed against the heir or other successors [of the wrongdoer], as 

^ del, servi. M. 
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it is a penal action, unless such heir chance to have become the 
richer by the damage done. 9. Where •a slave is killed with 
malice, it is settled that the owner can proceed on the lex 
Cornelia too ; and if he brings an action on the lex Aquilia, this 
ought not to bar the action under the Cornelia. 10. The right of 
action is for simple damages, where the defendant admits his guilt, 
and for twofold where he denies it 11. If a person confesses 
falsely that he killed a slave who is really living, and afterwards 
he is prepared to show that the man is alive, then, as we learn 
from Julianus, no action lies under the lex Aquilia, though the 
party has confessed that he killed ; because, where the action is 
founded on a confession, all that the plaintiff is excused thereupon 
is the necessity of proving that the person who killed the man is 
the defendant, but it is still necessaiy tha^ the man should have 
been killed by someone or other. 

24 Paulus {on the Edict 22) This nes out more clearly 

where a slave is [alleged to be] wound< if the defendant con- 

fesses that he wounded him, but the m- was not wounded, what 
wound is to afford the basis* of the val *tion, or what day are we 
to go back to ? 

25 Ulpiamus (pn tJw Edict 18) Accordingly, if the slave was 
not killed, but still is dead, the better opinion is that the party is 
not liable in respect of the slave so dead, in spite of his confession. 
1. If an agent or a guardian or a curator or anyone else confesses 
that the absent principal [or the ward or the minor] wounded a 
slave, an vliUs actio founded on confession must be allowed against 
the party so confessing. 2. It should be observed that in the 
action which is allowed against a party who confesses, the judge 
is appointed not for the purpose of deciding the question but of 
assessing the damages, there is nothing to be done in the way of 
deciding the question against those who confess. 

26 Paulus {on the Edict 22) Suppose, for instance, that the 

party who is sued should confess that he killed the slave and 
should be prepared to pay the sum assessed, but the plaintiff puts 
the matter in question at a very high figure. 

27 UiiPLANUS {on the Edict 18) If a slave should carry off 
another slave belonging to a different owner and kill him, then, 
according to both Julianus and Celsus, there is a right of action for 
theft and one for wrongful damage too. 1. If a slave who is owned 
in common, say by you and me, should bill another slave belonging 
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to me, the lex Aquilia will apply against you, if the man acted 
with your consent; and this, so we leani from Urseius, was the 
opinion of Proculus. If, he added, the slavQ did it without yom' 
consent, there is no noxal action, lest it should be in the power of 
the slave to make himshlf the property of one of us only’^ ; and this, 
I should say, is soimd. 2. Again, if a slave owned in common by 
you and me should be killed by a slave belonging to Titius, Celsus 
says that if one of us two sues, either he will get a part of the 
damages assessed corresponding to his share in the slave, or else there 
will be an order that the slave be surrendered to him for tioxa 
absolutely, as such delivery does not admit of division. 3. The 
person bound in respect of the slave who killed is the owner ; 
a person whom he is serving as slave in good faith is not bound. 
Whether a man whose slave has run away is bound in respect of 
him, if he is sued on the lex Aquilia, is a question asked; Julianus 
says that he is bound, and this is perfectly sound, as Marcellus too 
is of the same opinion. 4. The second chapter of the statute has gone 
out of use. 5. In the third chapter the lex Aquilia continues 
thus: — “ In respect of all other things besides slaves or cattle killed, 
where anyone does damage to anbther by wrongful burning, 
breaking or breaking up, whatever was the worth of the property^ 
in the last thirty days, the offender must be ordered to give that 
sum of money to the owner.” 6. If therefore a man should, in the 
case of a slave or an animal, not kill, but bum, break, or break up, 
there is no doubt that the action must be brought under the above 
words. Accordingly, if you throw a torch at my slave and scorch 
him, you will be liable to an action at my hands. 7. Again^ if you 
set fire to my plantation or my country-house, I shall have an 
action under the statute. 8. If a man’s object is to bum down my® 
block of chambers, but the fire spreads to the neighbour’s block 
too, he will be liable to an action under the lex Aquilia at the 
hands of the neighbour as well, and he will stUl be answerable to 
the tenants too for the burning of their moveable goods. 9. Where 
a tenant has a slave whose duty it is to look after a fiimace, but 
the man goes to sleep at the fireside and the house is burnt down, 
Neratius tells us that, if an action is brought against the tenant on 

1 Meaning apparently “my property.” The text says '•'■yow property,” tihi : but 
this is probably a bad case of shifting the pronoun. M. however proposes uiri 
instead of vi tibi. 

“ quanti ea res erit : perhaps “ whatever is the estimate of the damage, if 
assumed to have been done on the day when it would have been greatesi” 

2 Perhaps del meant, and read here “ his ” for “ my.” Of. Gollatio. 
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his lease, he is bound to make it good, if he was negligent in the 
selection of men to do the work ; if, however, one man lit the fire 
in the furnace, and another was negligent in attending to it, will the 
man who lit the fire be liable ? The fact is that the one who had 
to attend to the fire did nothing at all, and the one who lit the fire 
in the proper way did nothing wrong. What is the upshot? I 
should say that there is an vMlis ctetio both against the man who 
went to sleep beside the furnace and the man who was negligent in 
looking after the fii’e ; and no one ought to say, in the case of the 
man going to sleep, that he was overtaken by a natural human 
weakness, as his duty was either to put the fire out or else to guard 
it in some way that would prevent it from spreading. 10. If you 
have an oven against a wall belonging to you and your neighbom’, 
will you be liable for wrongful damage? Proculus says no such 
action can be brought, because none can be brought even against a 
man who has an [ordinary] hearth ; accordingly, it would, I think, 
be fairest that an action should be allowed in factwnH, supposing, 
that is, that the wall is bm-nt, but if you have so far done me no 
damage, but you have simply got your fire in such a position that 
I apprehend that you will do damage, then I think that the case 
would be met by the undertaking against dcmmm infectum. 

11. According to Proculus, where the slaves of a tenant have 
bmut down the residence, the tenant is liable, either on the 
contract of lease or else under the Ux AquUia, it being open to the 
tenant to surrender the slaves for noxa, and if the case has been 
decided in one of the two actions, no further proceedings can be 
talcen in the other. This is always provided there was no negligence 
in the tenant ; but if he had slaves given to such offences, he is 
liable to an action for wrongful damage for having such slaves. 
A similar rule, he says, must be observed as to persons who are 
lodgers in a building, and there is much to be said for this view. 

12. If my bees fiy off to join your bees, and you fire them, 
according to Celsus I have a good right of action on the Ux 
Aqmlicu 13. The statute says ruperit (breaks up). This word is 
understood by nearly all the old lawyers to be equivalent to 
corruperU (destroys). 14. Accordingly Celsus gives this [answer 
to a] question [on the subject] ; — If you sow tares or wild oats in 
the middle of your neighbour’s com so as to spoil his crop, then 
not only can the landowner, or, if the land is let, the tenant, take 
proceedings by way of Interdict qmd vi cmd clam, but there is an 
action in factum too, and, if the tenant brings it, he is bound to 
give an undertaking that no further action shall be brought, the 
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object being that the owner shall give no further trouble ; as it is 
one kind of damage to ’destroy or spoil something in itself, and so 
give ground for an action on the lex AquUih, but quite another 
case where, without affecting the thing in itself, you miv something 
else with it which it would cost trouble to get rid of. 15. Where 
a man contaminates wine, or spills it, or makes it turn sour, or 
spoils it in any other way, according to Celsus, an action can be 
brought on the lex Aquilia, as the term “ commipere" (destroy) 
extends to spilling wine or making it turn sour. 16. The same 
writer agrees that breaking and burning are included in the term 
destroying, but there is nothing new, he says, in a statute 
enumerating certain things specifically and then adding some 
general term which comprises the specific things ; and this is 
a sound remark. 17. We must certainly hold that the word 
“rumpere” applies where a man wounds a slave or strikes him 
with a rod or a thong, or his fist, or a weapon, or anything 
whatever, so as to draw blood or cause a bruise ; but only so far as 
it is a case of wrongful damage to property ; wWe the party does 
not lower the value of the slave to ^y extent or make him less 
serviceable, the lex AquUia does not apply, and there wiU only be 
an action for injv/rioe (insult eta), as the statute deals with those 
cases of “breaking up” which occasion loss. Hence, even if the slave 
is none the worse as a matter of market value, but expense has 
been incurred to have him cured and made sound, it must be held 
that I (the owner) am so far damnified, and consequently that 
proceedings can be taken under the lex AquUia. 18. Where a 
man tears or befouls someone’s clothes, he is liable as though he 
had “ broken up.” 19. Again, if a man throws my millet or com 
into a river, an action on the lex AquUia will meet the case. 
20. Also where a man mixes sand or anything else with my corn, 
so that it is difficult to get rid of it, an action can be brought as it 
were for spoiling. 21. If anyone knocks coins out of my hand, 
there is, as Sabinus holds, an action for wrongful damage, supposing 
the coins are lost in such wise that they do not come into anybody’s 
hands ; for instance, by falling into a river, or the sea, or a drain ; 
but, where they come into someone’s hands, the action must be 
for theft aided and encouraged ; this was held by the old lawyers 
themselves. 22. If you hit a female slave with your fist or strike 
a mare and the result is a premature birth, you are liable, accord- 
ing to Bratus, under the Zeaj AquUia, as it were for “breaking.” 
23. He adds that if a man overloads a mule and ruptures any part 
of its body, the statute wiU apply. 24. Where a man scuttles a 

M. J. II. 9 
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merchant ship carrying a cargo, Vivianus tells us there is a right 
of action under the lex Aquilia^ as it were for breaking. 25. If 
a man picks unripe olives, or cuts an unripe crop of corn, or gathers 
grapes before the proper time, he will be liable under the lex 
Aquilia ; if the fruit is ripe, the statute does not apply, as there is 
no wrong done ; in fact the man makes you a present of the cost 
which would have to be incurred for the purpose of gathering the 
particular kind of crop ; but, if he abstracts the crop which has 
been so gathered, he is liable for theft. Octavenus adds, as to the 
case of the grapes, the words — “ unless the party throws the grapes 
on the ground so that they are scattered about.’' 26. The same 
writer (Vivianus) says with respect to the taking of coppice, that, if 
the twigs are not mature, the party is liable under the lex Aquilia, 
but, if he takes them when they are mature, he is liable for theft 
and also for trees cut by stealth. 27. If you [cut and] carry away 
a fully grown willow plantation, but do not injure the stocks, the 
lex Aquilia does not apply. 28. If a man castrates a slave boy 
and so raises his value, according to Vivianus, the lex Aquilia 
does not apply, but the actiQn must be for injurice (insult — ^to the 
owner), either on the Edict of the Ediles or for fourfold. 29. If 
you send anyone a cup to be pierced with holes, then, if he breaks 
it through want of skill, he wiU be liable for wrongful damage ; 
but if he breaks it through no want of skill, but the fact is that it 
had cracks which spoilt it for the above treatment, he may well 
get off. In consequence of this, it is a practice of workmen, when 
articles of this kind are put in their hands, to make an agreement 
that they shall not do the work at their own risk, and this bars any 
right of action either on the contract or under the lex Aquilia. 
30. A husband gives his wife a number of unstrung pearls to use ; 
should the wife thereupon, without the husband’s consent or 
without his knowledge, perforate the pearls in order to wear them, 
when so bored, on a thread, she is liable under the statute, whether 
she is divorced or is still the man s wife. 31. If a man breaks 
down or breaks open the doors of a building belonging to me, or 
demolishes the building itself, he is liable under the lex Aquilia. 
32. If a man demolishes a watercourse belonging to me, then^ 
although the materials which are thrown down are my property, 
still, as the ground across which I conduct the water is not mine, 
the best conclusion to come to is that an utiMe actio must be 
allowed. 33. If a stone falls off a waggon and breaks to pieces or 
fractures anything, it is held that the waggoner is liable on the 
statute, if the reason the stones gave way was that he packed them 
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badly. 34. A man hires a slave to lead a mule and puts the 
animal under his charge ; the slave thereupon ties the line by which 
he is holding the mule to his thumb, and the mule breaks away, 
tears the slave’s thumb off, and then throws itself over a height : 
here Mela holds that if an unskilled slave was let out on the 
understanding that he was a skilled one, an action on the contract 
can be brought against the owner of the slave on account of the 
mule being destroyed or disabled, but if the mule was excited by 
being struck or frightened, then the owner, I mean the owner of 
the mule, and the owner of the slave will have a right of action 
under the lex Aquilia against the man who excited the mule. My 
own opinion is that, even in the case in which there is a right of 
action on the contract, there is a good right of action on the lex 
Aquilia too. 35. Again, if you put a vat full of wine in the hands 
of a plasterer, under an agreement that he shall do what is wanting 
with it, and he knocks a hole in it, so that the wine runs out, Labeo 
says that the proper action is in factum, 

28 Paulus {on Sahinus 10) Where persons make pits in order 
to catch bears or deer, if they make them on a place where people 
commonly pass and something falls in and is injured, such pei*sons 
incur liability under the lex Aquilia ; but, if they dug in some 
other place where pits are usually made, no liability is incurred. 
1. However, the action is allowed only on special grounds, that is 
to say, only where no warning was given and the owner had no 
knowledge and was not able to take precautions. There are in feet a 
great many cases of this kind to be met with, in which an applicant 
is refused relief if it was in his power to avoid the danger. 

29 Ulpiaivus {on the Edict 18) The rule is like that applied in 
a case in which you put snares on some spot where you had no 
right to put them, and a neighbour’s cattle have been caught in 
the snares. 1. If you break down a projecting roof of mine which 
I allowed to extend above your house without any right to do so, 
then, as we learn from Proculus, I can bring an action against you 
for wrongful damage; as your proper course was to bring an action 
against me averring that I had no right to have a projecting roof ; 
and it is not fair, Proculus proceeds to say, that I should have to 
suffer damage by your breaking down my materials. There is a 
rescript of the Emperor Severus which varies the rule : the Emperor, 
where a watercourse was carried through a man’s house without any 
right of servitude, told him by rescript that he was at liberty to 
break it up without asking leave ; and this is quite sound, — ^the point 

0—2 
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of difference is that in the former case the party built the projecting 
roof on his own property, but, in the latter, a man made a con- 
struction on somebody else’s ground. 2. If your vessel comes into 
collision with my boat, the question is asked what kind of action I 
have. According to Proculus, if it was in the power of the persons 
navigating the vessel to prevent the collision and it took place by 
their negligence, there ought to be an action brought against them 
under the lex Aquilia, as it makes but little difference whether you do 
the damage by steering straight at the boat, or drawing the steering- 
oar towards the ship, or do it with your own hands directly, as in 
all these cases alike I suffer damage by your act ; but if the ship 
drifted against the boat because there was a rope broken or there 
was no one at the helm, no action can be brought against the owner. 

3. Again, Labeo says that where a ship is driven by the force of the 
wind against cables which hold the anchors of another ship, and the 
sailors [on board the former] cut the cables, then, if there was no 
other way in which the first ship could get loose except by cutting 
the cables, no action will be allowed. Ijabeo and Proculus held the 
same opinion with reference 4;o fishermen's nets in which a fishing- 
boat belonging to others was entangled ; of course, if this happened 
through the negligence of those navigating the fishing-boat, there 
would be an action on the lex Aquilia. Where, however, an action is 
brought for wrongful damage to nets, no account is taken of the fish 
which the owner of the nets fails to catch in consequence, as it is a 
matter of uncertainty whether any would have been caught or not, 
and a similar rule is maintained in the case of hunters and fowlers. 

4. If one ship collides with and disables another which is coming 
in the opposite direction, according to Alfenus, there is a good 
right of action against either the pilot or the skipper {ducator ) ; 
but if the vessel was impelled with too strong an impetus to be 
restrained, no action can be allowed against the owner {dc) ; 
though, if the mischief took place through the negligence of the 
sailors, I should say the action under the statute will meet the case. 

5. Where a man cuts a rope by which a vessel is made fast, and the 
vessel is lost, there can be an action in factum. 6. Under this 
section of the statute the action can be brought for injury done to 
any animals that are not ^^pecudes^’ (gregarious), for instance, to a 
dog; and the same may be said of boars and lions, and of wild 
beasts and birds generally. 7. Municipal magistrates, it is held, 
can be held liable under the hx Aqidlia, if they do wrongful 
damage : there is no doubt that, even if such a magistrate were to 
take your cattle in execution, and then, by not letting you 
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give them food, cause them to die of starvation, an action would 
have to be allowed faetvm). Again, where such an ofBcer 
thinks that he is levying an execution in accordance with the 
statute, but he does no$ really do it in accordance with the statute, 
and he allows the things taken to be worn and spoilt, it is said that 
the lex AquUia applies ; indeed the same thing may be said even 
where the execution was in accordance with the statute. But if a 
magistrate uses some violence against a man who resists, he will 
not be liable under the statute ; as, even in a case where a 
magistrate took a slave in execution and the slave hanged himself, 
no action was allowed. 8. The words “ whatever was the value in 
the last thirty days ” do not say expressly the greatest value ; 
however, it is settled that they must be taken as if they did. 

Paultts (on the. Edict 22) A man who kills someone else’s 
slave whom he detects in the act of adultery [with his wife] 
will not be liable under this statute. 1. If a slave is 
killed who was pledged for debt, the debtor has a good right of 
action. Whether the creditor himself has a right to an vMis actio, 
because he may have an interest [in fhe slave’s life], on the ground 
that the debtor is insolvent, or that he himself has lost his right of 
action by lapse of time, is a question sometimes asked. However, 
it is not fair that the offender should be liable to be sued both by 
the owner and by the creditor : unless indeed anyone choose to 
say that the debtor would not in that case suffer any wrong, as 
[whatever the creditor receives] the debtor is credited with to 
the extent of his debt, and anything paid in excess he can recover 
from the creditor, or, at the outset, the debtor will be allowed an 
action for so much of the damages as is in excess of the debt. 
.Accordingly, in those cases in which the creditor is allowed an 
action [against the offender] because the debtor cannot pay, or 
because he has lost his right of action [against the debtor], the 
creditor will have an action under the lex Aquilia [against the 
offender] to the extent of the debt, the debtor being credited with 
the amount recovered, and the debtor himself has a good right of 
action on the Ux Aquilia, for the amount to which the statutable 
damages exceed the debt. 2. If a man should consume wine or 
corn belonging to someone else, he cannot be held to do wrongful 
damage ; consequently an utilis actio must be allowed. 3. In the 
action arising on this section, as in the other, it is malice and 
negligence that are penalized; consequently, if a man should set 
fire to his stubble or his thorns, in order to bum them up, and the 
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flames increase and spread so as to injure the com or vines of some 
one else, we have to ask whether it took place through his negli- 
gence or his want of skill. If he did it on a windy day, he is guilty 
of negligence, as a man who gives an opening for damage to occur 
is held to commit it, and he exposes himself to the same charge if 
he did not take means to prevent the fire from spreading. But if 
he took all proper precautions, or a sudden gust of wind caused 
the spread of the fire, he is not guilty of negligence. 4. If a 
slave is wounded, but not mortally, and he dies from neglect, an 
action can be brought for wounding him, not for killing. 

31 The same (on Sabinvs 10) If a pruner who throws down a 
branch from a tree or a man on a scaffolding kills a passer-by, 
he is liable only where the object thrown falls on a spot open to 
the public, and he did not call out so that the person might be 
able to get out of the way. Mucius, however, says that an action 
could be brought on the ground of negligence, even if the same 
thing should have happened on private property, — ^in fact, he said, 
it is a case of negligence where a man fails to foresee what a diligent 
person could have foreseen,— ^r notice should only have been given 
when it was too late to avoid the danger. On this principle it 
makes no great difference whether the party was going across public 
or private ground, as it very often happens that numbers make their 
way across private ground. If people do not pass there, a man 
is answerable for malice only, being bound not to let anything fall 
on one whom he sees going across ; he cannot be called to account 
for negligence, as he cannot possibly guess whether anyone is going 
to pass that way. 

32 Gajtts (on the provincial Edict 7) The following question 
has been asked:— Is it necessary that the same rule should be 
observed in an action for wrongftd damage as is observed by the 
proconsul in a case of theft committed by a gang of slaves, viz., the 
rule that a demand for the whole damages is not to be allowed in 
respect of every separate slave, but it will be enough for so much 
to be paid as would have to be paid if the theft had been committed 
by a single freeman? The view on the whole held is that the same 
rule must be observed, and this is very reasonable; for the principle 
being in the case of an action for theft that an owner ought not to 
be deprived of his whole household of slaves in consequence of one 
delict, and that principle applying equally to an action for wrongful 
damage, it follows that the same kind of assessment should be made, 
espedaUy considering that not infrequently the case of a delict 
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such as we are discussing is less grave ; for example, where the 
damage is done by negligence and not maliciously. 1. If the 
same man first wounds a slave and afterwards»proceeds to kill him, 
he will be held liable both for wounding and for killing, as there 
are two offences committed. The case differs from that of a man 
killing a slave by inflicting a number of wounds in the course of the 
same attack, as there will then be one action only, viz. for killing. 

33 Paxjlus {on Plautius 2) If you kill my slave, I should say 
that my personal feelings cannot be taken into account ; suppose, 
for example, a man should kill a natural son of yours whom you 
would be glad to buy at a high price [if he were another man’s 
slave] ; the question is what he would be worth to people in 
general ? Sextus Pedius agrees that the prices of things are not 
determined by personal feelings or convenience, but by average 
circumstances ; so that a man who has his own natural son in his 
possession as a slave is none the richer for the fact that, if some- 
one else had him, he would himself be ready to buy him for a very 
large sum ; and a man who is in possession of someone else’s son 
has not got an amount of wealth equivalent to what he could sell 
such son for to his father. The fact is that under the lex Aqnilia 
people recover the amount to whiph they have suffered damage ; 
and they will be held to have lost either gain that they were 
prevented from making or expense that they were compelled to 
incur. 1. In respect of damage which is not comprised in the Ux 
Aqnilia the action allowed is in factum, 

34 Maboellus {Digest 21) A testator bequeathed Stichus to 
Titius and Seius ; while Seius was making up his mind, but after 
Titius had brought a vindieatio for the legacy, Stichus was killed, 
after which Seius declined the legacy. In this case Titius is in the 
same position for suing the wrongdoer as if he had been sole 
legatee, 

36 Ulpiaistus {on the Edict 18) as he is held to have been full 
owner by accrual by relation back ; 

30 Maboellus {Digest 21) and just as, where a legatee declines 
the legacy, the right of action is in the heir as if the slave had 
never been bequeathed, so here the right of action is in Titius, as if 
he had been sole legatee. 1. If the owner of the slave to whom 
Titius gave a mortal wound orders in his will that he shall be free 
and his heir, and, after that, Msevius becomes heir to Mm (the 
slave), Maevius will not have a right of action tinder the lex AquUia 
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against Titius; not, that is, in the opinion of Sabinus ; the point he 
took being that no right of action would bontransmitted to the heir 
which could not hsj^ve been possessed by the deceased ; and it 
certainly wordd be an absurdity that an heir should get damages 
representing the value of the person who'se heir he was, on the 
ground that that person was killed. If, however, the testator gave 
the slave a share in the inheritance and gave him his liberty too, 
then on the death of the manumitted man, his coheir can sue on 
the foo? AquUia. 

37 Javolentjs {Extracts from Cassius 14) If a free man has 
committed wrong with his own hand by the order of another, an 
action under the lex AquUia can be brought against the person 
who gave the order, provided he had had a lawftil right of 
command ; if he had not, the action must be brought against the 
man who did the act. 1. Where a right of action exists against a 
man in respect of some fourfooted animal owned by him which has 
done “pauperies” (damage), and the animal is Idlled by a third 
person who is thereupon sued on the lex AquUia, the damages 
must be assessed, not by re|erence to the intrinsic value of the 
animal, but to the legal implications which attach to it {causa ejm), 
which include the liability under an action for “pauperies” ; and 
in the action on the lex Aquilia the person who MUed will be 
ordered to pay a sum representing the extent to which it would 
have been in the interest of the plaintiff to dispose of the case 
against him by surrendering the animal for “noxa” rather than 
paying the damages assessed. 

38 The same {Epistles 9) If, at a time when a slave belonging 
to me of whom you are bond fide purchaser is acting in your 
service, he is wounded by a slave of yours, it has been decided that 
I have in any case a full right to proceed against you under the lex 
AquUia. 

39 POMPONITJS {on Quintus Mueius 17) Quintus Mucius has 
the following. A mare was turned out to graze on land that did 
not belong to her owner, and, as the landowner was driving her off, 
she slipped her foal ; the question was asked whether the owner of 
the mare could bring an action on the lex AquUia against the man 
who drove her off, for injuring her when he struck her^? It was held 
that, if tbe party struck her or deliberately drove her too violently, 
the owner could bring an action. 1. POMPONIUS. Even where 
a man finds another’s cattle on his own land, he is bound to drive 

* in kiendo : M suggests in ^imdo, “through the above mishap.” 
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them away in the same way as he would if the cattle he found 
were his own, because, if he has suiffered any damage by their being 
there, he has the appropriate right of action. ^Consequently, where 
a man finds someone else’s cattle on his own land, he has no right 
to impound them, and Be is not allowed to drive them in any other 
way than, as above mentioned, as if they were his own ; he must 
either drive them away without causing any loss to the owner or 
call upon the owner to fetch his cattle off. 

40 Patous ion the Edict 3) Under the lex Aquilia, if I aver 
that there has been an obliteration of a chirograph (note of hand) 
of mine importing that a sum of money was owed me on a condition, 
and I am able at the time to prove this by the testimony of 
witnesses as well, who may, however, be unable to bear witness at 
the time when the condition comes to pass, whereupon I make 
a short statement of the facts to the judge, and convince him of 
the truth of my story, — I ought to win my case ; still the money 
to be paid me by the terms of the order made in my favour can be 
demanded only when the condition on which the original debt was 
owing comes to pass ; and, if it fails ^altogether, the order will fall 
to the ground. 

41 ULPiAmrs {on Sabinus 41) ' Where a man obliterates 
a testament, let us consider whether there is not an action for 
wrongful damage. As to this, Marcellus says {Big. 5), on con- 
sideration, that there is no such right of action ; in fact, he says, 
what can you go upon to assess the damages ? I made a note 
myself to Marcellus’s work to the effect that this is quite true as 
far as the testator is concerned, as no valuation can be made of his 
interest ; but with reference to an heir or to legatees the case is 
different, as for them a testament is almost equivalent to a note 
of hand ; [and] Marcellus himself tells us in the same passage that, 
if a note of hand is obliterated, there is a good right of action under 
the Ux Aquilia. We may add that if a man should obliterate 
a testament left in his charge, or should read it out before a number 
of persons, the best plan is for an action to be brought in factum 
and also for injurice, assuming that the party published the secret 
dispositions of a man’s will with intent to commit a legal wrong 

1. Pomponius makes the discriminating remark that 
it sometimes happens that a man who obliterates a written 
document does not thereby become liable for theft, but only for 
wrongfiil damage, for example, where he did not obliterate with 
the intention of committing theft, but only of doing damage ; in 
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such a case, he says, he will not be liable for theft, as theft requires 
not only the act of thieving but the intentioai thereof. 

42 Jtjliaxxjs {Digest 48) Where a man so obliterates a written 
testament left in his charge or any written^ document of title that 
it is impossible to read it, he is liable to an action on depositwm 
and also to one ad exMbendum (for production), on the ground that 
he returned or produced the thing entrusted to him in a spoilt 
condition. There is also in the same case a good right of action 
on the lex Aquilia ; even where a man falsifies a document he is 
very properly said to have spoilt it. 

43 PoMPOXius {on Sdbinus 19) Where damage was done to 
property left by a deceased person before you entered on the 
inheritance as heir, you have a right of action on the lex Aquilia^ 
although^ the mischief was done after the death of the person 
whose heir you are ; as the lex Aquilia by the term ovmer does 
not mean simply the person who was owner when the damage was 
done ; indeed, if it did, it would follow that, even where a man 
succeeds someone as heir, thq right of action in question could not 
pass to him fi*om the deceased ; and, similarly, that if you had been 
in the hands of the enemy and came back by postliminium^ you 
would not be able to sue in respect of a wrong which was done 
during your absence ; and no other rule than the above can be 
laid down save at the cost of great injustice to posthumous children 
who eventually become heirs to their fathers. A similar observation 
applies equally to the case of trees being cut by stealth during the 
same period ; and I should say that the rule will also apply to the 
Interdict® quod vi aut clam, assuming that either the party 
committed the trespass after being warned not to do so, or it is 
shown that he was bound to know that he would have been 
warned by the persons who had a right to the inheritance, if they 
had been aware of his intention. 

44 UiiPiAXXJS {on Sabinus 42) Under the lex Aquilia the 
smallest negligence counts. 1. Whenever a slave wounds or kills 
with the knowledge of his owner, there is no doubt that the owner 
is liable under the statute. 

46 Paulus {(m Sahinus 10) Knowledge [on the parf of the 

owner] is understood to mean sujfferance, so that, where the owner 

^ For quod read guamuis. Cf. M. 

® For hm actions read or understand Interdicto. G£ M. 
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is able to prevent the offence, he is liable if he does not do so. 
1. An action can be brought on the lex Aquilia even though the 
slave wounded should be cured. 2. If you kill my slave believing 
him to be a free man, jou will be liable under the lex Aquilia. 
3. Two slaves try to leap over a heap of burning straw, they come 
into collision, both fall and one of the two is burnt to death ; here 
no action can be brought for what happens as long as it is not 
ascertained which of the two was upset by the other. 4. Where 
persons cause a certain amount^ of damage because they have no 
other means of protecting themselves, they are free from guilt ; all 
statutes and all rules of law allow people to repel force by force. 
But if, in throwing a stone at my adversary by way of defending 
myself, I miss him, but hit a passer-by, I shall be liable imder the 
Aquilia, as you are only allowed to strike the party who commits 
the assault, and even him only when you do it in self-defence, not 
where your object is revenge. 5. A man who removes a service- 
able wall is liable to the owner thereof for wrongful damage. 

46 Ulpiantjs {on 8abinus 50) If an action has been brought 
under the lex Aquilia where a slave is wounded, and after that the 
slave dies of the wound, there is nothing to prevent an action under 
the statute [for the death]. 

47 JuLiAK^us {Digest 86) Still, if a valuation was made in the 
first action, and subsequently to that, the slave being dead, the 
owner takes proceedings for the killing, then, if the defendant raises 
the exceptio of dolus modus, care will be taken that the plaintiff 
shall not get more damages by the two actions than he would have 
had a right to get if his action had been at the first for the slave 
being killed. 

48 Pattlits {on the Edict 39) If, before entry made on some 
inheritance, a slave does damage to property forming part of the 
inheritance, and, having been set free, he does further damage to 
the same property, he will be liable to both the consequent actions, 
as the two matters depend on two distinct acts respectively. 

49 Ulpianus {Disputations 9) Where a man by raising smoke 
drives away or say even kills someone else’s bees, he must be held to 
have not so much killed as furnished the cause of death; con- 
sequently he will be liable to an action infantum. 1. With regard 
to the saying, that the Aquilian action deals with damage wrongfully 


^ For culpam read quiddarn. Of. M. 
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done, we must hold in applying these words that damage is done 
wrongfully when it inflicts wrong in additiomto the damage ; [which 
can hardly fail to be.the case\] unless the act was done under the 
stress of urgent physical danger, as in the case we read in Celsus 
of a man who broke to pieces an adjoining house in order to keep 
off a fire ; there, Celsus says, there would be no action under the lex 
AquUia, because the party broke down the adjoining house under 
the influence of reasonable alarm lest the fire should extend to 
where he was himself ; and he holds that whether the fire reached 
him or was extinguished before it got so far, the action on the lex 
AquUia will not lie. 

50 Ulpianus {Opiniom 6) Where a man demolishes another 
man’s house without the leave of the owner and erects baths on the 
spot, then, to say nothing of the rule of natural law to the effect 
that the surface belongs to the owner of the soil, the offender is 
exposed to an action on the mere ground of damage done. 

51 JtTLiANtrs {Digest 86) A slave was so badly wounded that 
he was sure to die of the iiyury inflicted ; but in the interval of 
time before his death he was appointed heir, and afterwards died 
of a wound inflicted by another, assailant ; I wish to know whether 
an action for slaying can be brought under the lex AquUia against 
both offenders? The answer was : — A man is commonly held to slay 
where he furnishes the cause of death in any way whatever ; but, 
under the lex AquUia, the only person who is held to be liable is 
the one who furnished the cause by direct violence, and, so to 
speak, with his own hands, the interpretation of the word “oceidere” 
(slay) being got at by taking the meaning of the words epedere and 
ecedes. On the other hand, the persons who are held to be liable 
under the lex AquUia are not only those who may have wounded 
a slave so severely as at once to deprive him of life, but those are 
included who inflict such a wound as to make it certain that the 
man will die. Consequently where one man inflicts a mortal wound 
on a slave, and then after a while another man gives the same slave 
a stroke which puts an end to him sooner than he would have died 
from the first wound, the rule to lay down is that both assailants 
are liable under the lex Appdlia. 1. This is in keeping with the 
view handed down from the old lawyers, who, where the same slave 
was wounded by several persons under such circumstances that it 
did not appear by whose hand it was that he died, came to the con- 

0£M. 
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elusion that they were all liable under the Ux Aquilia. 2. The 
damages assessed for killing the man will not be the same for both 
assailants in the above case ; as the one who first wounded him will 
have to pay a sum representing the best value the man bore in the 
year then last past, and this is found by counting back three 
hundred and sixty-five days from the day of the wound ; the later 
assailant will be liable for a sum amounting to the utmost that the 
man would have fetched in the year immediately preceding the day 
when his life ended, and this will take in the value of the in- 
heritance. Accordingly one man will pay a larger sum and another 
a smaller by way of damages for killing the same slave ; but there 
is nothing strange in this, seeing that the two offenders are 
understood to have killed the man in different ways and at different 
times. If anyone should think this an absurd decision for us to 
come to, let him reflect that it would be a much more absurd 
decision still if we held that neither of them was liable under the 
lex Aquilia or that one was more liable than the other, seeing that, 
on the one hand, misdeeds ought not to go unpunished, and, on the 
other han4 it is not at all easy to decide which of the two is more 
plainly hit by the statute. The fact' is that it can be shown by 
innumerable instances that a great many rules have been adopted 
in the civil law in the general interest which are contrary to strict 
logic; I shall content myself at present with mentioning one of 
them. Where several persons carry off a piece of timber belonging 
to someone else with intent to steal it, but no individual of them 
all could have canied it by himself, every one is held to be liable 
to an action for theft, although it may be said, upon a nice view of 
the matter, that not one of them is liable, as it certainly is the fact 
that not one carried the timber off. 

52 Alfenus {Digest 2) Where a slave dies from blows inflicted 
on him [by a stranger], and this result is not attributable to the 
medical attendant’s want of skill or to neglect on the part of the 
owner, an action may properly be brought for his death as for a 
case of unlawful killing. 1. A shopman had set down his lantern 
at night on a stone by the wayside, some one who was passing by 
took it away, the shopman went after him and asked him to give 
the lantern up, and, as the man tried to run off, held him back. 
Thereupon the man took a whip which he had in his hand, a lash 
with which would inflict severe pain, and began belabouring the 
shopman to make him let go. This gave rise to a serious scuffle, 
in the course of which the shopman knocked out the eye of the 
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man who had taken his lantern ; and upon these facts he asked 
for an opinion as to whether he could not be held to have done no 
unlawful damage, seeing that he had been first struck with the 
whip. My answer was that, unless he knocked the man's eye out of 
set purpose, he could not be held to have done unlawful damage, 
because the fault remained with the party who first struck him with 
the whip ; but that if he, the shopman, had not been first beaten, 
but had fought with the other in trying to get the lantern out of 
his hands, the act in question must be held to be his own fault, 
2. Two loaded waggons were being dragged by mules up the 
Capitoline steep, and, the foremost being tilted over, the drivers 
were pushing it behind so as to make it easier for the mules to 
drag it ; at the same time^ the upper waggon began to go back, and 
the drivers, who were between the two waggons, having thereupon 
come out from that position, the hindmost waggon was struck by 
the one in front, and so was driven back, thereby crushing a slave- 
boy, the property of someone or other. The owner of the boy 
consulted me on the question whom he should bring an action 
against. My answer was that the law depended on the circum- 
stances of the case : if, I said,^the drivers who were supporting the 
front waggon got out of the way without necessity, and it was in 
consequence of this that the mules could not hold up the waggon 
and so were dragged back by the mere weight of the load, then no 
action could be brought against the owner of the mules, but there 
was a good right of action under the lex Aquilia against the men 
who had been supporting the waggon when it came to be tilted 
over ; because, I said, if a man deliberately let go something which 
he was supporting and thereupon it struck someone, in that case 
the damage done was none the less his own act ; in the same way 
as if anyone were to be driving an ass and did not hold it in, he 
would be just as much doing unlawful damage as if he were to 
discharge a weapon or anything else out of his hand. But if, I said, 
the mules [backed^] because they were frightened at something, 
and thereupon the drivers left the waggon in desperate fear lest 
they should be crushed, then there could be no action brought 
against the men, but there could be one against the owner of the 
mules. If, lastly, neither the mules nor the men were the cause of 
the mishap, but the mules could not sustain the weight, or, in the 
course of struggling to do so they slipped and fell, and so the 


' M. would omit inter : we may perhaps read interm. 
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waggon had gone back, and the men had been unable to support 
the weight as the waggon was tilted over, then no action could be 
brought against either the owner of the mules or the men. One 
thing, I said, I could affirm, viz. that however the matter were, 
there could be no action against the owner of the mules that drew 
the hindmost waggon, since they did not go back of their own 
motion, but because they were struck. 3. A man sold some oxen, 
it being a term in the agreement that he should let the purcliaser 
have them on trial ; accordingly he handed them over to be tried ; 
and a slave of the purchaser in the course of the trial was gored 
by one of the oxen : the question was asked whether tlie vendor 
was bound to make good the damage to the purchaser. My answer 
was, that if the purchaser had got the oxen in pursuance of the 
terms of the purchase, the vendor was not bound to make good the 
damage ; but, if he had not got them on that footing, then, if it was 
through the man’s own negligence that he was gored by the ox, the 
damage would not have to be made good, but if it was through the 
vice of the ox, it must. 4. A number of persons were playing at 
ball, and as a small boy, a slave, was attempting to pick up the ball, 
one of the players pushed him, whereupon the slave fell and broke 
his leg. The question was asked whether the owner of the boy 
could bring an action under the lex Aquilia against the man who 
pushed him and so made him fall? My answer was No, as the 
thing appeared to have happened by accident rather than 
negligence. 

63 Nebatixjs {Membranes 1) You drove another man’s oxen 

into a confined spot, and the result was that they fell over a 
precipice: an action in faxtum will be allowed against you 
modelled on that under the lex Aquilia. 

64 Papiniakus (Questions 37) A debtor [who is bound as such 

to deliver an animal] has a good right of action under the lex 
Aquilia where the party who has stipulated for the delivery wounds 
the animal promised before the debtor is in fault ; and the case is 
the same if he kills it. But if the party who stipulated kills the 
animal after the promisor’s default, the debtor, no doubt, is 
discharged ; but in this case he will not have a right to take 
procee(fings under the lex Aqwiliay as the creditor must be lield to 
have done the wrong to himself rather than to anyone else. 

66 PATTLtTS {Qmstions 22) I promised Titius to give him 
either Stichus or Pamphilus, Stichus being worth ten thousand and 
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Pamphilus twenty [thousand] ; the promisee killed Stichus before 
there was any default on my part : an opinion was asked as to the 
action on the lex Aquilia. I answered : — “ It being a fact in the 
case that Titius billed the less valuable, slave of the two, the 
creditor [ix. Titius] for the purpose of this inquiry is in exactly 
the same position as any third person.” Then what is to be the 
measure of damages? is it ten thousand, the value of the slave 
killed, or is it the amount which the slave is worth whom I must 
needs hand over, in other words, the amount representing the 
difference which the act makes to me ? Again, what are we to say 
if Pamphilus himself should die without there being any default 
on my part ? will the sum to be paid for Stichus be thereupon the 
less on the ground that the promisor is discharged ? As to this, it 
will be enough to say that Stichus was worth the higher value when 
he was killed, or had been worth it within the year ; and, on this 
principle, Stichus must be held to have been of the higher value 
even if he was killed after the death of Pamphilus, but within the 
year. 

66 The same {Sentences 2) If a wife does damage to her 
husband’s property, she can be sued in accordance with the terms 
of the lex Aquilia. 

57 Javolbexjs {Extrcxts from Labeo’s Posteriores 6) I lent 
you a horse ; as you were riding it, and several other persons were 
riding in your company, one of these rode against the horse you 
were on and threw you off, the result of the incident being that 
the horse’s legs were broken. Labeo says that there is no right of 
action against you ; but if the thing happened through the negligence 
of the horseman, there is one against him ; it is certain, he adds, 
that there can be none against the owner [as such] of the horse 
which he rode. With this I agrea 

III. 

On the case op persons poxteing out ob thbowing out. 

1 Ulpianus {on the Edict 23) The Praetor lays down the 
following as to persons who throw out or pour out anything : — “ If 
anything should be thrown out or poured out from any place on a 
spot where people commonly pass or where they stand, I will allow 
an action for twofold the damage caused or done thereby to be 
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brought against the person who lives in that place. If it is averred 
that a free man was killed when struck by anything so fading, I 
will allow an action for fifty awrei. If he [the person stnick] is 
living, and it is averred that he is injured, I will allow an action 
for whatever sum it shall seem fair to the judge that the party 
against whom proceedings are taken should be ordered to pay. If 
it is averred that a slave did the act in question without his 
owner’s knowledge, I will add to the terms of the prayer the words 
‘ or surrender the slave for noxa\’ ” 1. No one ivill deny that the 

above Edict of the Praetor is highly beneficial, as it is in the public 
interest that people should move about where they lavrlully may 
without fear or danger. 2. It must be treated as a matter of 
small account whether the spot [where mischief is done] is public 
ground or private, so long as people commonly pass there, as the 
object of the Edict is to protect persons who are pursuing their 
way, and there was no thought of maintaining public roads ; and 
any places over which people commonly pass ought to be at all 
times equally safe. If, however, in the case of such a road, there 
was once a time during which people jn general did not pass that 
way, and then something was thrown down or poured out, while the 
spot was still closed, but, after that,,it began to be used as a place 
of passage, there will be no liability incurred under this Edict. 
3. Where a thing fells down while it is being hung up, it is on the 
whole regarded as thrown down, but, even where a thing fells 
down after it has been hung up, the better opinion is that it is to 
be regarded as thrown down. Similarly, if something is poured 
out of a suspended vessel, though the pouring of it out is not the 
act of anyone, we must still hold that the Edict applies. 4. The 
above action m faefm/n is allowed to be brought against whoever 
occupies the house when the matter is thrown down or poured out, 
and not against the owner of the house ; because the negligence is 
on the part of the former. The Edict does not go on to mention 
negligence or the case of the defendant denying the fact, so as to 
give a right of action for double damages, though, in the action for 
dam/mum injuria (unlawful damage), both these things are declared 
to be grounds of charge. 5. Where a free man is killed, there 
is no assessment of damages for the mischief at double the amount, 
because, in the case of a free man, no valuation of his person can 
be made at all ; but the order will be for pa 3 rment of fifty aurd. 
6. The words “if he is living and it is averred that he is figured ” 

' For noxam read notoas. C£ M. 
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do not refer to any damage done in respect of the property of a 
free man, for example, where his clothes or*anything else belonging 
to him should be tom or spoilt, but only to the infection of bodily 
hurt. 7. If a Jilius famUias has a hired upper room and some- 
thing is thrown down or poured out therefrom, there is no action 
de peoulio allowed against his father, because there is no claim 
made on the ground of contract, accordingly the right of action is 
against the son himself. 8. If the person who occupies the house 
is a slave, will a uoxal action be the one to be allowed, seeing 
that there is none on negotia gesta’i Or will there be an action de 
peculio, as no claim is made on the ground of the slave’s delict ? 
Of course we cannot properly speak of noaca, (damage) on the part 
of the slave, where the slave himself did no harm. However, for 
my own part, I think that the slave ought not to be unpunished, 
but he should be corrected on motion {officio judids) under the 
extraordinary power of the Court. 9. A man may be said to 
occupy a house whether it is his own or is let to him or he is there 
by favour. A guest will certainly not be liable, because he does 
not occupy, but is only entertained ; the party liable is the one who 
gives the entertainment ; there is as much difference between an 
occupier and a guest as between a person who is at home on the 
spot and one who comes from a distance. 10. If a number of 
persons occupy the same lodging {cenmvlmn), and something is 
thrown down from it, the action is admissible against any one of 
them, 

2 Gaius {on thfi provincial Edict 6) as it is quite impossible 
to know which person threw out or poured out anything ; 

3 IjLPiAirtrs {on the Edict 23) and the action will be for the 
whole penal sum, but, where it has been brought against one 
person, the rest will be discharged ; 

4 PATTLtrs {on the Edict 19) that is, when the money is received 
[by the plaintiff], not merely on joinder of issue ; the others being 
compellable by an actio societatis to contribute their share in 
[what is due for] the damage to the one who paid. 

5 Ulpianus {on the Edict 23) But if a number of persons 
occupy separate divisions of a lodging, the action is allowed only 
against the person who occupied the particular part from which 
the pouring out took place. 1. If a person gives free occupation 
to his own or his wife’s freedmen and clients, then, according to 
Trebatius, he is liable on their account, and this is true. The law 
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is the same where a man accommodates a number of friends with 
quarters to lodge in oh a small scale, as where one who carries on 
the business of letting out lodgings occupies the greater part of 
the lodging himself, hq will be the only person liable, but if^ he 
reserves only very limited quarters for his own use and lets out 
the rest to a number of different persons, they will all be liable, on 
the ground that they occupy the lodging from which the matter 
was thrown down or poured out. 2. In some cases, however, so 
long as it involves no injustice to the plaintiff, the Praetor ought, 
on principles of fair dealing, rather to alloAV the action against the 
person from whose sleeping-place or recess the matter was thrown 
down, even though there should be a number of persons living in 
the same lodging, but if something should be thrown from the 
middle of the apartment, the sounder view is that all are bound. 
3. If the person by whom something is thrown is a warehouseman 
or a man who has hired a store-room or has hired a place for 
the sole purpose of carrying on some work or for seeing pupils, 
there will be ground for an action in factum, [and the rule is the 
same] even though it should be one of the workmen or one of the 
pupils who threw down or poured out. 4. When, however, a man 
has suffered adverse judgment in aq action under the Zea? AquUia 
(sic) on the ground that his guest or anyone else threw some- 
thing from his lodging, it is a reasonable thing, in the opinion 
of Labeo, that^ he should have an [action] in faatvm allowed 
him against the party who threw it, and this is perfectly 
true. No doubt, if he had let the room to the person who threw 
the matter down, he has a right of action on his contract too. 
5. The action which the law allows for things poured out and 
thrown down cannot be barred by lapse of time, and it is open to the 
heir [of the party injured], but it is not allowed against the heir 
[of the wrongdoer]; but the one which can be brought on the 
ground that a free man, as it is alleged, has been killed is available 
for a year only, and it is not allowed against the heir nor on the 
part of heirs and successors generally, as it is a penal action and 
one which anyone may bring {populaHs ) ; it being always borne 
in mind that where a number of persons all wish to bring the 
action, it ought to be allowed by preference to one who has an 
interest in the matter, or who was connected with the deceased by 
marriage or blood. If, lastly, [the action is founded on the feet 

1 Omit quis (xnaetdariam exereme where it occurs the second time. M. 

3 Omit qui db hoc and transpose merUo ei and quod hospes...d^ecit. 
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that] a free man was injured, he has a right ,pf action himself which 
is not liable to be barred, but if any other person chooses to bring 
the action, the right' to bring it will expire in a year; it is not 
open to the heirs of the party wronged as 'a matter of hereditary 
right, the rule being that where any injury is done to the body of 
a free person, no claim passes by hereditary right to his successors, 
as it is not a case of pecuniary loss, but the action is founded on 
principles of justice and fairness. 6. The Praetor says, “ No one is 
to keep anything placed on an eave or a projecting roof over a 
spot where people commonly pass or collect which would injure 
anyone if it fell. Whoever transgresses this regulation, I shall 
allow an action in faebum against him for ten solida. If it is 
alleged that a slave did it without the knowledge of his owner, I 
will order that [either the above sum be paid^] or else the slave be 
surrendered for noxa.” 7. This pronouncement is a portion of 
the Edict already mentioned ; it was in keeping with what preceded 
that the Praetor should provide for this case too, so that, if anything 
should be in a dangerous position in any part of the house named, 
it might do no harm. 8. The Praetor’s words are : — “ No one etc. 
on an eave or a projecting roof.” The words “no one” apply to 
persons of every kind, whether they live in the house or not, so 
long as they have something placed in the position described. 
9, “Anything placed over a spot where people commonly pass or 
collect” We must take the word “placed” to apply whether [the 
roof is‘^] of a private room or lodging or, say, a warehouse or any 
other building. 10. A man may be said to keep a thing placed 
even if he did not place it himself, but suffers it to remain where 
somebody else placed it; accordingly, if a slave places it, and the 
owner aUows it to remain as placed, he, the owner, will be held 
responsible, not by liability to a noxal action, but directly. 

11. The words are further “which might injure anybody if it fel.” 
It is clear from these words that the Prgetor takes measures to 
prevent harm being done, not by everything which is placed [in 
the position described], but everything which is so placed [there] 
that there is a possibility of its doing harm ; moreover the law does 
not wait till the harm is done, the Edict applies at once if the harm 
is possible; and the party who kept the thing placed is punished, 
whether the thing so placed has actually done harm or not. 

12. If the thing that was placed falls down and does harm, the 
action is admissible against the person who placed and not against 

1 Im i&ttrfeeme dicetur the words met idem dart. M. 

* Ins. after edifidi the veoxdproUcto. M. 
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the one who occupies the house, on the ground that this action is 
not enough, as the person who placed the object cannot as a 
matter of course be said to have kept it placed, unless he was 
either owner or occupier of the housed Thus, where a painter had 
a shield or a picture exhibited in a booth, which feU and did some^ 
hurt to a passer-by, Servius laid down that an action ought to be 
allowed framed on the analogy of the present one; the present one 
itself, he said, clearly was not available, as the picture had not 
been placed on an eave or a projecting roof. The same rule he 
declared should be observed where a jar which was suspended in 
a net had fallen and done harm; as there was no statutable or 
praetorian action. 13. The action under discussion can be brought 
by anyone and is open to the heir of the party and successors 
generally, but it is not open against the heir of the party liable, 
because it is penal. 

6 Paulus {on the Edict 19) This Edict does not refer only to 
cities and villages, but applies equally to any roads where people 
commonly pass, 1. Labeo says tha^^ it applies only where some- 
thing is thrown down in the daytime, not by night ; however there 
are places where people pass evep by night. 2. The occupier is 
bound to make good his own negligence and that of his family. If 
the matter is thrown out of a ship, there will be an utilis emtio 
allowed against the person in charge of the ship. 

7 Gaitjs {on the provincial Edict 6) Where bodily hurt is 
inflicted on a free man by something which is thrown down or 
poured out, the judge takes into account the cost of medical 
attendance as well as any other expense incurred for his cure, and 
he reckons in besides these the value of any employment which he 
has lost or will have to lose in consequence of being disabled ; but 
no estimate is made of scars or disfigurement, as the body of a free 
man cannot be made the subject of any valuation. 

1 The above follows the text. Cujas would transpose posmrit and hcMta/oerit, 
— ^that is ‘‘ placed ” and occupies the house." M. is inclined to follow him, and also 
to add some such words as “accordingly an utilis actio must be allowed against 
the one who placed"; inferring this, no doubt, from what follows. 

® Ins. quid after damni. M. 
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IV. 


On Noxal Action^. 

1 Gaius {on tlie promnckd Edict 2) Actions are called noxal 
which are put in force against people not in connexion with any 
contract, but in consequence of some “noxa” {damage) or 
misfeasance committed by a slave ; and the force and effect of such 
actions is that, if judgment is given against the defendant, it is 
open to him to avoid having to pay the damages assessed by 
surrender of the individual who committed the wrong. 

2 Ulpianus {on the Edict 18) If a slave has killed with the 
knowledge of his owner, this makes the owner liable for full 
damages, as the owner himself must be held to have killed ; but if 
it was done without the owner’s knowledge, the action is noxal, as 
it was not right that the owner should incur liability from the 
misfeasance of his slave, excqpt so far as this, that he should have 
to surrender him for noxa. 1. If an owner did nothing to prevent 
the act, then, whether he remaps owner or ceases to be owner, he 
is liable to this action ; it is enough that he was owner at the time 
when he declined preventing the act, so much so that Celsus holds 
that, if the slave should come to be disposed of, in whole or in part, 
or should be manumitted, the noxa does not follow the individual, 
as in fact the slave committed no wrong, having obeyed his owner’s 
order. This may, no doubt, be said, if the owner did so order ; but 
if he simply failed to prevent, how can we say that there is no 
guilt in the slave ? Celsus, however, makes a distinction between 
the lex AquiMa and the statute of the Twelve Tables ; under the 
old statute, he says, where a slave has committed a theft or 
been guilty of any other noxa with the knowledge of his owner, 
there is a noxal action on the slave’s account, and the owner is not 
liable on his own account ; but under the lex AquUia the owner 
is liable on his own account, and not on account of the slave. He 
proceeds to give the principle of each of the two statutes ; that of 
the Twelve Tables being, he says, that the law desired that, where 
such a case arose, slaves should refuse to obey their owners, 
whereas that of the lex AquiMa was that the statute excused 
a slave who obeyed his owner, as he would have lost his life if he 
did not do as he was ordered. But if we must take for law what 
Julianus says (b. 86), that the words “if a slave commits theft or 
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is guilty of mischief” etc, are to be applied in connexion with 
subsequent statutes tc>o, the inference will be that [besides the 
direct action] there can be noxal proceedings taken against an 
owner on his slave’s account; so that the fact that an Aquilian 
action is allowed against the owner does not exonerate the slave, it 
simply is a burden on the owner. For my own part I have come to 
a conclusion agreeing with that of Julianus ; his view is in 
accordance with principle, and is upheld by Marcellus, as Julianus 
himself informs us. 

3 The same {on the Edict 3) In all noxal actions, where 
knowledge on the part of the owner is required, the word 
“knowledge” must be taken to imply that the owner was able 
to prevent [the wrong being done] and failed to do so ; there is, of 
course, a difference between instigating a slave to the commission of 
a delict and simply suffering him to commit one. 

4 Paulus {on the Edict 3) In the case of the delicts of slaves, 
what are we to understand by the expression “the owner’s 
knowledge ” ? does it imply guilty intention ? does it apply if the 
owner simply sees the deed done, although he is unable to prevent 
it? Suppose, for example, a slave who is taking proceedings 
to assert his freedom at law comnSits an offence with his owner’s 
knowledge, or take the case of his disregarding his owner ; again, 
suppose the slave is at the further side of a river, and commits 
some injurious act under his owner’s eyes, but against his wiU. On 
the whole it is better to say that we must take knowledge to mean 
that of a person who is able to prevent the act ; and this must be 
understood throughout the whole Edict, wherever the word 
“knowledge” occurs, 1. Where the slave of a stranger commits an 
offence with my knowledge, and I purchase him, a noxal action will 
be allowed against me ; the man cannot be held [as against me] to 
have acted with the knowledge of his owner, since at the time 
of the offence I was not his owner, 2. Where the owner is held 
liable in virtue of his knowledge, it may be fairly asked whether an 
action will not be allowed in respect of the slave himself as wdl ; 
unless indeed the Praetor intended that the owner should be called 
upon to pay one penalty only. Then is the slave’s malicious 
behaviour to go altogether unpunished ? That would be uqjust : 
the rule rather is that the owner is to be held liable in both ways, 
but still, when one penalty is paid, namely, whichever the plaintiff 
chooses, the other is not demandable. 3. If nothing is said as to 
surrender for noxa, and the action is brought against the owner as 
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being privy to the offence, but in fact the owner was not really 
privy to it, then, if the case is dismissed and the trial ended, 
the plaintiff will be jarred by an exceptio of res judicata (plea of 
“judgment given”), if, after that, he attempts fuiiher proceedings in 
which he gives the defendant the option of surrender for noxa ; 
because the matter was brought to an issue in the previous trial 
and has been disposed of. But so long as the first trial is going on, 
it is open to the plaintiff, if he would rather give up the attempt to 
prove knowledge on the part of the owner, to alter his procedure 
and make it a noxal action. Conversely too, if he has carried 
through an action against an owner who really had knowledge and 
given him therein the option of surrender, he will not then 
be allowed to take further proceedings against such owner in which 
he omits the alternative of surrender for noxa ; but if, in the 

, course of the trial, he chooses to go on to establish the owner’s 
knowledge, he must be allowed to do so. 

6 UiPiAinrs {on the Edict 3) If a slave belonging to several 
persons in common commits a delict of which all the co-owners are 
ignorant, a noxal action wiU-be allowed against any one of them ; 
but, if they all knew, then any one of them may be held liable 
without the alternative being given of surrender for noxa, just as 
if they had all committed the offence ; and proceedings against one 
[of two such co-owners] will not release the other. If however one 
knew and the other did not know, the one who knew will be sued 
without the alternative of surrender, and the one who did not know 
with that alternative. 1. What distinguishes these two cases from 
one another is not merely the fact that the owner who knows 
is liable for the absolute amount, it has to be added that, in the 
case of the one who knows, if he should dispose of the slave, or 
should manumit him or the slave should die, the owner in question 
remains liable ; though, if such owner himself dies, his heir is not 
liable. 

6 The same {on the Edict 18) However, the slave himself, if 
manumitted, will be liable too; 

7 The samb! {on the Edict 3) but a noxal action is not allowed 
[as against me], unless the slave is in my hands, and, if he is in 
my hands, though he was not so at the time when he committed 
the delict, I am liable, and my heir will be liable [after my death], 
if the guilty slave is living. 1. Pomponius says that, if a purchaser 
of the slave is sued in a noxal action, the vendor who had 
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knowledge of the act when it was done is no longer liable to 
be sued. ' 

8 The same {on the Edict 37) If a sMve who belongs to 
seyeral co-owners commits a theft, any one of the co-owners is 
liable to a noxal action for the whole amount, and this is the 
present practice. But the one who is sued cannot avoid paying the 
damages assessed except by surrendering for Tioxa the whole 
undivided property in the slave, and, if he is ready to surrender a 
share only, he is not to be indulged. It is true that, if, in 
consequence of the fact that the other co-owners are not prepared 
to sui-render the slave, he should be ordered to pay the whole 
damages, he can proceed against them by an action communi 
dividundo or familm ercis&undce. No doubt, before issue is 
joined in the noxal action, he can procure immunity by assigning 
[to the injured person] his share in the slave, so as not to be under 
the necessity of sustaining the action; although it might be 
maintained that, when a share is once assigned^ to the person in 
question, he loses his right of action, as when he has become owner 
of a share he cannot proceed by lyay of noxal action against 
a fellow-owner. Perhaps indeed he could not even bring an action 
comtnvm dividundo against a fellow-owner on the ground of an 
offence which was committed before the co-ownership began. If he 
really cannot, he will suffer a plain legal wrong ; but the better 
rule is that he has a right to an action cortm/mi dividundo. 

9 PAtTLus {on the Edict 39) Where a gang of slaves or 
a single slave, belonging in either case to co-owners, commits a theft 
with the knowledge of one of them, the party who knows will 
be liable in the name of both^, and, if he is sued, it is a discharge to 
the other, and he will have no right to any contribution from 
his fellow-owner, as he incurred the penalty on account of his own 
act. But if the one who had no knowledge pays double damages, 
he will get simple damages from his fellow-owner. 

LO The same {on the Edict 22) We may add that a man can 
bring an action against his fellow-owner on the ground that he 
brought down the value of a slave owned in common, just as 
he might against anyone else who brought down the value of 
a piece of common property. However, if, after the slave has been 

For dve data read ei cedatur. 0£ M. 

* omnivan : but the text, by an apparent slip, confuses the cases of two and 
several 
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surrendered for noaaa, there is nothing else remaining which he 
owns in common, there can be an action'’^ro socio (partnership 
action), or, if the parties were not partners, an action in factvm. 

11 Ulpianus {on (he Edict 7) The hOna fide possessor of a 
slave will be liable for theft on the slave’s account, and the owner 
is not liable. It is, of course, true that he cannot, by surrender for 
noxa, pass the property in the slave to the plaintiff ; still, if 
the owner brings a vindicatio to recover the slave, he will be barred 
by an exceptio of dolus, or [the defendant] can procure that he 
shall be saved harmless by motion to the judge. 

12 Patjltjs {on the Edict 6) If a honafide possessor gets rid of 
the slave so possessed, in order to avoid the possibility of an action 
against him on nozal gi’ounds, he is liable to the action which 
is allowed against all such as have a slave in their power or have 
taken fraudulent means to avoid having him, the rule being that, in 
this last case, they are deemed to be still in possession. 

13 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 13) Noxal actions are 
allowed, not only against htma fide possessors, but also against 
those who possess mala fide; in fact it is deemed an absurdity 
that persons who are in possession in good faith should have to 
stand an action and mere plunderers be safe. 

14 Ulpianus {on the Edict 18) If a man should be sued by a 
number of persons owing to the offence of one slave, or by one 
person only on the ground of several distinct offences, then the fact 
that he cannot surrender the slave to all the plaintiffs does not put 
him under the necessity of offering the amount of damages assessed 
to those to whom he cannot make surrender. Then how does the 
matter stand, where he is sued by several persons ? If one of them 
has got before the others, will that one be in a better position, and 
the surrender thereupon be made to him alone, or is the answer 
this, that either the slave must be surrendered to them all or else 
the defendant must give an imdertaking that the one to whom he 
is surrendered shall be defended against the other plaintiffs ? To 
this the truer answer is that the one who comes first is in the better 
position. The slave will therefore be surrendered, not to the 
plaintiff who first sued, but to the one who first got judgment in 
his favour ; and accordingly the rule is that action on the judgment 
is refused to anyone who wins his suit later on. 1. We may add 
that if the slave is a statidiher, and, before the surrender, the 
condition is fulfilled [on which he is to become free], or, again, 
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before surrender, liberty is given in pwrsuance of a trust, or a 
condition is fulfilled subject to which the mam was left as a legctcy, 
and thereupon the property in him is trcmsfcrred to the legatee, 
the defendant must by (he judge’s order be dismissed from the 
aetimi; besides which it will be a thing for the judge to order on 
motion that he should g^mremtee the sm-renderee o/gainst the man 
being recovered by superior title owing to any act of the defendant^. 

15 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 6) The Praetor ought ‘to 
order that the proceedings against the [late] owner should be 
transferred so as to be carried on against the [late] staluliher; but 
if, at the time when the case comes on, the slave’s liberation is still 
in expectancy, then, in the opinion of Sabinus and Cassius, the heir 
is discharged from liability by delivering the slave, as, by so doing, 
he would assign all his own rights ; and this is a sound view. 

16 JULIANUS {Dig. 22) Should the heir contrive maliciously to 
avoid having the staluMber in his power, and the result be that he 
joins issue in an action which does not give the option of surrender 
for nosaa, judgment ought to be given, against him, even if the con- 
dition on which the man was to become free should have come to 
pass, just as it would be if the slave ^were to die. 

17 PAtriitrs {on the Edict 22) Where a slave who belongs to 
two persons commits an offence with the knowledge of one of his 
owners, but without the knowledge of the other, whereupon an 
action is brought against the one who was ignorant and he sur- 
renders the slave for nosea, it is not right that the other co-owner 
should be discharged by the surrender of some utterly worthless 
slave ; accordingly proceedings will be taken against such other as 
well ; and, if the action to make good the damage brings in 
anything over and above, the plaintiff will get the balance after 
giving credit for the value of the slave surrendered for noxa. But 
the co-owners themselves should compound their mutual claims on 
an action commumi dividwndo as follows : — If the one who was 
privy to the act of the slave pays the damages, he will not be 
credited with a proportion of the whole payment so made, 
but with his proportion of the amount which the slave is 
worth; and, if the other [who was ignorant] pays anything, 
he will be credited with a share on the same principle [viz. 
everything except his own proportion of the value of the 

1 Section 16, in the opinion of M., was meant to carry on the sense from the 
point where the above words in italics b^^in. 
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slave]. What would be quite unjust is that the one who ordered 
the slave to commit the offence should 'get anything from his 
fellow-owner, seeing that the loss which he suffers is owing to his 
own misfeasance. 1. If a number of different persons wish to 
bring a noxal action against me in respect of the same slave, or 
one person sues in a number of different actions in respect of the 
same slave, the slave being one in whom you have the usufruct and 
I have the bare property, it will fall within the duty of the judge, 
when I surrender the slave for noxa, to see that I give the plaintiff 
the usufruct as well ; at the same time, I, the bare proprietor, can, 
by application to the Praetor, procure that the Praetor himself shall 
compel you either to contribute towards the whole assessed value 
an amount proportional to the value set on the usufruct, or else to 
assign the usufruct, if this is more convenient. On the other hand, 
if I, the bare proprietor, do not choose to defend the action brought 
in respect of the slave, you must yourself be allowed to defend it, 
and if you should hand over the slave in pursuance of the order of 
the Court, you will have nothing to fear from me. 

18 PoMPomus {(m Sdbinus^lQ) A person who has the usufruct 

in a slave has a right of action for theft against the bare proprietor, 
just as much as if he were anyfthird person ; — ^though there can be 
no action against him [for a theft committed by the slave], al- 
though the man is in his service ; — accordingly, if judgment is given 
against the bare proprietor, he can get off by surrender for noxa 
to the usufructuary. 

19 PAtTLtJS {on the Edict 22) If a slave belonging to Titius 

does damage to property which you and I have in common, then, 
if we both wish to sue litius, there is ground for a noxal action on 
the lex Aquilia, but not with the result that, if we get judgment 
against him, he can be compelled to surrender the slave in undivided 
ownership to each of us separately. It may however be said, on 
the analogy of the case in which the damage is suffered by one 
only and one claim for redress is acquired, that either the money 
should be offered to both jointly, or else, on motion made to that 
effect {ex officio judAds), the slave should be surrendered to both 
of us at once ; still, even if the slave is surrendered for noxa to 
either of us in undivided ownership, and thereby the owner is quit 
as regards both of us, it is maintained quite correctly that the one 
to whom the surrender was made can be sued by the other in an 
action conwmmi dirndmudo, to compel him to give up a share in 
the slave surrendered, as this is a case in which something has 
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come to the hands of a co-owner through the property owned in 
common. 1. Where the bare proprietor of a slave in whom some- 
one else has a usufruct hires the services of* the slave, the very 
terms [of the Edict ?] import that judgment given against him will 
be with the option of surrender for noxa. 2. If your slave is 
exerdtor of a ship, and his underslave, being a sailor belonging to 
the ship, does damage on board, an action must be allowed against 
you, just as if the exerdior were free and the underslave were his 
slave, so that you will be ordered to surrender the underslave for 
noxa out of the pecvlivm of your slave ; though, at the same time, 
if the underslave did the damage by the order of your slave or 
with his knowledge and sufferance, there ought to be a noxal action 
against you in respect of your slave. The same will also be the 
case if your slave orders any sailor to do the damage. 

20 Gatos {on the provindal Edict 7) If a man brings actions 
at different times on the ground of several distinct offences 
[committed by the same slave], then, if he acquires ownership in 
the slave in consequence of some one offence, he will have no 
further right of action against the previous owner, because a noxal 
action follows the delinquent subject; still, if the owner at the 
time of the offence preferred payidg the damages assessed when 
sued in the first action, there is nothing to prevent him from being 
liable at the suit of the same plaintiff or of anyone else, if he brings 
an action on some other offence. 

21 Ulpianxjs {on the Edict 23) Whenever an owner is sued on 
noxal grounds, if he does not choose to defend the action, the 
position is such that he is bound to surrender for noxa the slave 
in respect of whom he declines to defend the action; and, if he 
will not surrender him, he is absolutely boimd to defend the 
action; at the same time, judgment will be given against him only 
in case he has the slave in his power, or has contrived fraudulently 
not to have him. 1. When proceedings are taken by way of nox^ 
action in respect of any slaves, it is received law that their case can 
be defended even without their being present; but this is only 
where they are the defendant’s own property; should they belong 
to anyone else, they must be present, and the same is the case if 
there is any doubt whether they belong to the defendant or to 
another. We must, I think, take this rule subject to the proviso 
that even if it is ascertained that they are serving the defendant 
only as hona fide slaves, their case can still be defended without 
their presence, 2. The Praetor’s words are: — “If the party in 
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whose power the slave is said to be denies that he has him in his 
power, I shall either order him to swear that the man is not in bis 
power and that he did not contrive fraudulently that he should not 
be, or else I will grant an action without the alternative of 
surrender for noxa : whichever of these two things the plaintiff 
prefers.” 3. By the words “in his power” we must understand 
to be meant the case of the defendant having the means and power 
of producing the slave ; of course, if the slave should be on his 
flight or abroad, he cannot be held to be in the defendant’s power. 
4. If the defendant refuses to swear, he is in the same position as 
one who will neither defend the case of an absent slave nor yet 
produce him ; and such persons suffer adverse judgment as con- 
tumacious. 5. If there is a guardian or curator, he is bound to 
swear that the slave is not in the power of his owner ; in the case 
of [the defendant being] a procurator, the owner himself must 
swear. 6. If the plaintiff has required the defendant to swear 
and the latter has sworn, and after that the plaintiff chooses to 
proceed by a noxal action, we may consider whether there ought 
not to be an exceptio of “ oath sworn ” allowed in bar of the action. 
Sabinus holds that no such ^ceptio will be allowed, on the ground 
that the oath was on a different question, in other wwds, the 
defendant swore that the slave 'was not in his power at that time ; 
now however, the slave being discovered to be in his power, an 
action can be brought for what he did. Neratius himself laid down 
that, after the oath has been required, the plaintiff can sue without 
giving the option of surrender for noxa, provided, that is, his 
contention is that it was only after taking the oath that the 
defendant came to have the slave in his power. 

22 Pattlits (pn the Edict 18) If the slave is in someone’s hands 
on the footing of deposit or loan, a noxal action can be brought 
against the owner, as the slave is regarded as being in his service, 
and, as far as this Edict is concerned, he is in his power, especially 
if the owner can easily get him back. 1. A person who has taken 
a slave in pledge or who has leave to hold him at the wiU of the 
owner (preca/rio) is not liable on a noxal action ; persons in either 
situation, however true it may be that they are in lawful possession, 
still are not in possession in the belief that they are owners ; accord- 
ingly, even then the slaves are regarded as in 'the power of their 
owners, if the owners have the means of recovering them. 2. What 
is meant by ha^vung the means of recovering them ? It means that 
they have the amount of ready money required to enable them 
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to extricate themselves from their position ; of course the owner 
cannot be compelled to •sell his effects so as to pay the money and 
ask for the return of the slave. 3. An ownei who confesses that 
he has a slave in his power is bound either to produce him or to 
defend the case in respeht of him, though the slave is absent ; and, 
if he will not do either, he is punished in the same way as if the 
slave were present, but he declined to suiTender him. 4. If the 
owner declares that the slave is not in his power, the Praetor allows 
the plaintiff to choose whether he would prefer to settle the matter 
by tendering an oath or to proceed by action without offering the 
alternative of surrender for noxa, and, if he does the latter, he will 
win his case, if he proves that the slave is in the defendant’s power, 
or that the defendant has fraudulently contrived that he should not 
be ; but a plaintiff who cannot prove that the slave is in his 
opponent’s power loses his case ; 

23 Gaitts {on the promndal Edict 6) at the same time, if his 

opponent should come to acquire possession of the slave at some 
subsequent time, he is liable on the ground of fresh possession and 
the exceptio is refused him. • 

24 PAUiitrs (on the Edict 18) A point to be considered is 
whether the action^ is admissible only against one who fraudulently 
contrives not to have the slave in his power, — supposing that it 
happens through his fraud that a noxai action cannot be brought, 
for example, where he orders the slave to take to flight, — or 
whether proceedings can still be taken against some other party 
just as well, as in fact they might be if the slave were manumitted 
or disposed of. This latter is the sounder view ; and, that being 
the case, the plaintiff has the choice which party he will sue. 
Julianus, we know, says that if the manumitted man is prepared 
to defend his own case, the party ’f'^ho manumitted ought to be 
allowed an exceptHo ; and Labeo says the same thing. 

26 Gaius {on the promndml Edid, 6) The same rule holds if 
the new owner of the slave is made defendant in the action. 

26 Paulits {on the Edict 18) The election of one as defendant 
is a release to the other ; as the Praetor introduced the right of 
election in order to prevent the plaintiff’ being baulked, but not in 
order to enable him to make a positive profit ; consequently, if he 

^ The text has aeUo mxaHi : I have followed in omittiiig this last word. 

C£M. 



160 


On Noxal Actions [book ix 

# 

brings the other action, he will be barred. 1. It is a further 
application of the same principle that if* a number of persons 
fraudulently contrive to avoid having the slave in their power, the 
plaintiff is bound to choose which of them he prefers to sue. 
2. Moreover, if, among several co-owners, some fraudulently contrive 
to cease to be in possession of their respective shares, the plaintiff 
will have a right to elect whether he will bring a direct action 
against the party who is in possession or a praetorian action against 
the one who has ceased to be in possession. 3. If a man confesses 
before the Praetor (in jure) that some slave is his who in fact 
belongs to another, then, if either of the two pays, the other is 
discharged. 4. If a slave whom you have put out of your 
possession with a fraudulent intent should die before you are sued 
in this action^ you will be thereupon discharged, because this 
action takes the place of the direct action; the rule would be 
different if it were through your default that issue was not joined 
sooner. 5. No action will be allowed to an nor against an 
heir, on the ground that the deceased said what was not true, nor 
yet against the person originally liable himself, simply at any 
distance of time ; as it ought to be open to a party who takes up 
the defence of an absent slave t^o avoid the penalty imposed by this 
Edict, that is to say, the liability to be sued without the alternative 
of surrender for noxa, Accor^ngly, if you should declare that 
the slave is not in your power, you may afterwards declare that 
he is, unless the case against you has already got so far as joinder 
of issue ; after that your confession will not be heard, so Labeo says ; 
Octavenus, however, holds that you will get relief even after issue 
has been joined, on cause shown, at any mte if your years are such 
that you have a claim to indulgence. 6. If the slave is carried off 
in the absence of his owner, or even in his presence, and the 
circumstances of his case are not changed, so that a restitutio in 
integrum is admissible, leave is given to defend the ca^e in respect 
of the slave so taken ; as, if an application is made for his production 
for the purposes of the defence, the Prsetor ought to accede to it. 
The same relief ought to be given to a usufructuary or to one to 
whom the slave was pledged for debt, in cases where the owner is 
present and declines to take up the defence, so as to avoid one 
man’s malice or indifference injuring another. The same must be 
allowed in the case of a slave belonging to two co-owners, if one 
of them is present and declines to defend. It should be added that 

1 Meaning apparently before joinder of issue. 

2 The words neqvs Tieredi <»n hardly be Paulus’s, M. 
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relief ought in these cases to be given to the plaintiff too, because 
the law is that the acqiSisition of ownership in the slave puts an end 
to the right of action, the fact being that when he is once taken off 
by the order of the Praetor, the property in him passes to the party 
who took him. 

Gaifs (on the provincial Edict 6) If proceedings are taken 
by way of noxal action in respect of a slave who is held by some- 
one as security for debt or of a slave in whom some other person 
has a usufruct, it must be borne in mind that if the creditor or the 
usufructuary is present and declines to undertake the defence, the 
proconsul will intervene, and will refuse to allow proceedings to be 
taken to realise the security or an action on the usufruct to be 
brought. In which case it may be said that the security is at once 
released (in fact a security on which no proceedings can be taken 
is no security at all), but a usufruct continues as a matter of course 
(ipso jwre), even if proceedings are not allowed to be taken in 
pursuance of it, until the regular period has elapsed and it is lost 
by non-user. 1. From what has just been said as to a slave whom 
someone holds as a security, or a statvdiber, or a slave in whom 
someone has a usufruct, it is clear that when a defendant declares 
before the Praetor that a slave is hie who really belongs to someone 
else, then, although he is^ liable to a noxal action, still he cannot 
as a matter of course be discharged of liability by surrender for 
nooca, because, not being owner himself, he cannot transfer any 
ownership to the plaintiff. It is true, however, that, when a slave 
has been handed over under these circumstances, if the owner 
afterwards brings an action to recover him, but does not offer the 
damages assessed in the action, he can be met by an emceptio of 
dolm malm. 

AiTiiOAJirFS (Questions 6) And, to give a general rule, if 
I sue you in a noxal action, in respect of a slave who belongs 
to a third person, but is serving you as a hond fide slave (justam 
s&rviMdem), and you surrender him to me for nooea, then, if I am in 
possession and the true owner brings an action to recover him from 
me, I can bar him by an exceptio of ddbue modus unless he offers 
the damages assessed ; but should the owner be in possession him- 
self, I am allowed the Publician action, and if the defendant raises 
the except expressed in the words "unless the defendant is 
owner,” there will be a good repUcatio of dolm malm in my 
favour. From this it follows that I can acquire the ownership by 

1 The text has they are, etc. 


M. J. II. 
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wsiis, although I am in possession of another man’s property with 
knowledge of the fact ; indeed, if the law were laid down 
otherwise, the result* would be that a hotid fide possessor would 
suffer extreme injustice, because, whereas^ in plain law the only 
right of action against him was noxal, he nevertheless would be 
put under the necessity of submitting to payment of the value 
assessed. The rule is the same where the same person (i.e. the 
owner) declines to defend the case in respect of the slave and 
I carry him off in pursuance of the Praetor’s order, as, in that case 
too, I have a lawful ground of possession. 

29 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 6) Not only is a person free 
to decline the noxal action when he has not got the man in his 
power, but, even where he has him in his power, it is open to him 
to avoid the action, if he chooses to leave the case of that particular 
person undefended ; but in that case he is bound to transfer his own 
rights to the plaintiff, just as if the case had been decided against 
him. 

30 Tbdb same {on the Edict»of the Prcetor, tit. de damno infecto) 
In the case of noxal actions the rights of persons who are absent 
hond fide are not interfered with, as when they return they are 
allowed fuU liberty of defending the case on principles of justice 
and fairness, whether they are owners or persons who have some 
partial rights over the property in question, such as creditors and 
usufructuaries. 

31 Pattlus {on Platdhis 7) With reference to the pronounce- 
ment of the Praetor, to the effect that, when a gang of slaves 
commits a theft, he will allow an action of such scope only that the 
plaintiff will get the same relief as he would have got if the offence 
had been committed by a free man, the question has been asked 
whether this refers to the payment of pecuniary damages or 
includes surrender for noxa', so that, for example, if double 
damages are made up out of the sum of the values of the slaves 
who are surrendered, no further action is allowed. Sabinus and 
Cassius hold that the defendant ought to be credited with the 
values of the slaves sun’endered for noxa as well [as with money 
paid], which is approved of by Pomponius, and this is in fact true ; 
indeed, even where a slave is taken off [by the plaintiff] because he 
is undefended, the owner must be credited with the value. No 
doubt Julianus holds that we must take into account not only the 
double damages but the value recoverable on a condietio. With 
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regard to the case in .which a gang of daces commits theft, we 
must, he holds'-, look at the time when the theft was committed 
in order to answer the question whether they wWe of the same gang, 
as the Edict does not £q)ply in a case where slaves who belong to 
different owners come afterwards to be the property of one only. 

;2 Callistbattts {Monitorian EdiM 2) If a slave who is in 
the power of someone who is not his owner is alleged to have 
committed an offence, then, if he is undefended, he is taken off, and, 
if the owner is present, he ought to deliver him over and give an 
undertaking against dolus modus. 

3 PojMPONius {on 8abinus 14) Nobody can be compelled 

against his will to defend anyone else in a noxal action ; a man 
must, however, go without anyone whom he declines to defend, 
if such person is his slave ; but if the person subject to potestas is 
a free man, he ought to be allowed to make his own defence with- 
out further question ; 

4 JtixiANtrs {on Urseius Eerox 4) as wherever no one is found 

to take up the defence of Sjfiliusfam'^ias in the matter of a delict, 
an action is allowed against filing famUias himself, 

5 Ulpiantts {on Sabinus 41) and, if judgment is given 

against him, the flius familicts ought to obey the order, as he 
is bound by the decision. Moreover this must be remembered, 
that the fether himself can be sued in an action de pecidio, but 
only after judgment has been given against the son. 

5 The same {on the Edict 37) Where a slave is pledged for 
debt and then stolen by the debtor and someone purchases him 
from the debtor, the purchaser will be liable in respect of the theft 
after he has acquired the property in the slave, and this in spite of 
the fact that the slave can be recovered from him by the Servian 
action. The rule is similar in the case of such as purchase from 
one who is under twenty-five years of age, or in fraud of the 
vendor’s creditors ; as, although such persons may be deprived 
of the property in what they have purchased, nevertheless in the 
meantime, they can legally be sued [for damages]. 

7 Tryphonintts {Disputations 15) If a slave belonging to 
another steals my goods and afterwards I acquire the property in 
him, the right of action for theft which was open to me is at an 

^ Words equivalent to those in italics seem to have been omitted by a slip, 
a M. 
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end, if it has not yet been brought to an issue ; and if, after that, I 
should dispose of the slave, having bought him before joinder of 
issue, the action for theft will not be set up again ; but if I only 
bought the slave after joinder of issue, the vendor is liable to be 
ordered to pay, 

38 Ulpian {oh the, Edict 37) just as he would be if he had 
sold him to someone else ; in fact, it makes very little difference 
who it is to whom he sells him, whether it is to the plaintiff in the 
suit or to some other person, and it will be his own fault that 
he has to submit to pay the damages assessed, as, by selling him, he 
put it out of his own power to suiTender him for noxa. 
1. Julianus, however, says {Dig. 22) that, if I abandon a slave 
who stole your goods, I am discharged from responsibility, on the 
ground that the slave at once ceased to belong to me, so that, were 
it not for this rule, there would be an action for theft in respect of 
a slave whom nobody owned. 2. If my slave steals your goods 
and sells them, and you forcibly take from him money which he has 
in his hands which was part of the price, there will be ground for 
an action of theft on both sides ; as you can bring a noxal action 
against me in respect of the sl^ve, and I can bring an action against 
you in respect of the money. 3. Again, if I pay money to a slave 
of ray creditor, for him to give it to his owner, there will equally be 
ground for an action of theft if the slave embezzles the money he 
received. 

39 JtJLLAiius {Digest 9) If a slave belonging to several 
co-owners commits a theft, and all the co-owners contrive fiaudu- 
lently to avoid having him in their power, the Prsetor ought to 
foUow the model of the action which is open in the ci^ law 
and allow the honorary action which he offers in such circum- 
stances against whichever owner the plaintiff selects, as he ought 
not to give the plaintiff any further advantage than this, that 
he should be able to bring an action, without giving the defendant 
the option of surrender for imxa, against whomsoever he would 
have been able to sue in a noxal action, if the slave had been 
produced. 1. Where a man confesses that a slave is his own who 
in fact belongs to someone else, then, although he is liable to 
a noxal action, nevertheless, on due cause shown, he is compellable 
to give security, but a man who is sued on account of a slave of his 
own ought not to be burdened with security, as he is not offering 
himself as defendant on behalf of another man’s slave. 2. If 
anyone should allege that the owner of a slave has ftaudulently 
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contrived to avoid having him in his possession [and should sue 
such owner accordingly], but the owner should contend that the 
action ought to be defended by someone else, who would give 
security, this is a case for an exceptio of dolm malm. 3. Even if 
issue is joined with tlie owner and, after that, the slave comes 
foi’ward, and, not being defended, he is carried off, the owner wiU 
be discharged if he raises an exceptio of dolm malm. 4. We may 
add that if the slave dies before joinder of issue, the owner 
will escape all liability on this action. 

.0 The same {Digest 22) If a slave who is left by way of 
legacy should, before the inheritance is entered upon, steal the 
goods of the future heir, the latter can bring an action for theft 
against the legatee, if he accepts the legacy ; but, if the same 
slave misappropriated something which is part of the inheritance, 
there wiU be no action for theft, because there can be no theft 
committed of such things ; but there is a good right of action to 
have the thing produced. 

11 The same {on Urseim Ferox 2)* If a slave who belongs to 
two co-owners does unlawful dan^age to one of them, there is no 
right of action under the lex Aqnilia ; for the reason that, if he 
had done the damage to a stranger, proceedings could have been 
taken under the statute for the whole amount claimed against the 
other co-owner ; just as, when a slave owned in common commits 
theft [against one owner], there cannot be an action for theft 
brought against the other owner, but there can be an action 
commvm dividundo. 

42 Ulpiahtts {on the Edict 37) If a man in respect of whom 
issue has been joined in a noxal action claims his liberty, the action 
ought to be stayed until judgment is given on the question of 
status ; accordingly, if he is pronounced a slave, the noxal action 
wiU proceed, but if he is pronounced free, it will clearly be to no 
purpose. 1. If one undertakes to defend a noxal action in respect 
of a slave who is dead, where he is unaware of the feet, the case 
ought to be dismissed, as it has ceased to be true that it is his duty 
to hand over anything on account of the slave. 2. These rights of 
action are not subject to lapse, and there is good ground for 
bringing them so long as it is in the power of a proposed defendant 
to surrender the slave ; moreover they are available not only for 
the party irgured, but for his successors too, and also against the 
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successors of the party originally liable, not Jbowever as succeeding 
to his obligation, but because they are owners. On the same 
principle, if it is a fact in the case that a slave has come to the 
hands of someone else, the new owner, as b^ing owner, can be sued 
in a noxal action. 

43 PoMPONius (Epistles 8) Slaves in whose case the noxa 
follows the delinquent subject must be defended in the place in 
which it is averred that they committed the delict, accordingly the 
owner is bound to produce such slaves in the same place as that in 
which they are alleged to have done the act of violence, and he 
may have to lose his property in all of them, if he declines to defend 
them. 



TENTH BOOK. 


1 . 

1 PAULtrs {on tlie Edict 23) The action for settling boundaries 
{fim/um regmidorum) is in personam, although it is an action for 
recovering a thing as owner {pro mndiccdione rei). 

2 Ulpianus {on the Edict 19) This action deals with “ rustic 
estates” though there shoidd be buildings between them ; in fact, it 
makes very little difference whether a man plants trees on the 
boundary or places buildings there. 1. The judge in a case of 
determining boundaries is at liberty, if he cannot settle^ the 
boundary, to settle^ the dispute by a vesting order, and, if the 
judge chooses, by way of getting rid of a doubt of long standing, 
to draw the line of demarcation in a fresh direction, he can do so 
by means of a vesting order and an order [on the party acquiring 
thereby] to pay money. 

3 Gaitts (on the provindod Edict 7) In any case in which it is 
requisite that an order should be made assigning a portion of the 
land of one party to the other party, the^ one in whose favour such 
order is made must be dnected to pay a sum of money in con- 
sideration of the land assigned to him. 

4 Paultts {on the Edict 23) We may add that, where the 
dispute is as to a single plot of gi'ound, the property can still be 
divided up into distinct portions by vesting orders, corresponding 
to the proprietorial rights which the judge finds that the respective 
parties have. *1. In a suit for settling boundaries, the court takes 
into accoimt any incidental advantage enjoyed (jid quod interest). 

^ dirimere — dirimat. ® del quo nomme. M. 



168 


On Settling Boundaries [bookx 

$ 

Suppose, for instance, one of the parties was deriving some benefit 
from a piece of ground which turns out to belong to anotlier ; there 
would be no injustige in an order for payment which took such 
benefit into account. Again, suppose a surveyor had been engaged 
by one of the parties to measure the land, an order for payment of 
part of the remuneration for the service rendered ought to be made 
on the party who did not join in the engagement. 2. After joinder 
of issue, profits will be taken into account in a case of this kind ; 
in fact, from that moment, malice and negligence can be charged ; 
but profits realized before joinder will not as a matter of course be 
included ; either the party took them in good faith, and then he 
ought to be allowed, if he has consumed them, to make a clear 
gain by them, or else he took them in bad faith, and then they 
must be recovered by a cooidictio (express personal action). 
3. Moreover where a party refuses to obey the order of the court 
as to cutting down a tree or pulling down a building which is 
placed on the boundary or some portion of it, he can be ordered 
to pay money. 4. Where boundary marks are averred to be 
removed by throwing anything down or digging it up, the judge 
who hears the charge can entertain an application for settling the 
boundary as weU. 5. If one gstate belongs to two persons and 
the other to three, the judge can assign by order the particular 
plot about which the question arises to one of the two sides, 
though such side comprises several owners, as, in fact, an order 
settling boundaries is regarded as made in favour of an estate 
rather than a person ; in such a case, however, though the order is 
in favour of several persons, each person will take the same 
fractional share which he has in the original estate ; (6) and as for 
the persons who have such undivided shares in the common estate, 
no order will be made on any one of them in favour of another, as 
among these persons themselves no judicial contention was raised. 

7. If you and I are part-owners in common of an estate, and I am 
sole owner of an adjoining estate, can there be judicial proceedings 
between us for settling boundaries ? Pomponius says that there 
cannot ; my co-owner and I cannot be opposite parties in such an 
action, but are counted as one person. Pomponius also says that 
even an utilis actio cannot be allowed, as it is open to the one wlio 
has property in severalty to dispose either of his share or of the 
part which he holds in severalty and then take proceedings. 

8. There can be an action brought for settling boundaries not 
merely between two estates, but even among three or more ; 
suppose, for instance, cases in which one estate abuts on several 
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estates, say on three or four. 9. A right of action for settling 
boundaries may be good even in respect of lands let on perpetual 
lease {agri vectigodes), or between parties who Imve usufructs in the 
respective lands, or between a usufructuary and a bare propidetor of 
adjacent land, or between parties who are in possession in virtue of 
a pledge made as a security for money. 10. This kind of action 
is applicable where the boundary runs between “ rustic estates,” it 
has not been held admissible between “urban estates”; in the case 
of the latter the parties are not said to be owners with a common 
boundary {confines), but neighbours (vicint), and their properties 
are, for the most part, separated from one another by common 
walls. Accordingly, where buildings are contiguous, even in the 
country, there is no room for this action ; and, conversely, in 
a town there may be an extent of garden ground, so that parties 
can, in fact, have recourse to an action for settling boundai’ies. 
11. Where a river or a high-road comes in there can be no such 
thing as a common boundary ; consequently no action can be 
brought to settle boundaries, 

5 The same (on SaMnm 15) aS what adjoins my land is 

rather the high-road or the river than the land of my neighbour ; 

6 The same (on the Edict 23) but, if it is a private stream 

that makes the division, there can be an action for settling 
boundaries. 

7 Modestihus (Pandects 11) Ai’biters are appointed to ascer- 
tain the dimensions of the land, and whoever is declared to have 
the larger plot in the whole space is compelled to assign a distinct 
portion to the others who have smaller plots ; there is a rescript 
to this effect. 

8 Ulpiahtts {Opiniom 6) Where a river overflows, and so a 
flood effaces the boimdaries of a field, so as to afford certain persons 
an opportunity of encroaching on land over which they have no legal 
right, the governor of the province will order that they should 
leave other people’s property alone, and that the true owner 
should get back what belongs to him, and the boundary marks 
should be made clear by the surveyor. 1. It is part of the duty 
of the judge in a case of boundaries to send surveyors, and through 
them to settle the actual question of the boundary line in the way 
required by justice, and with the place before his eyes, if the 
occasion requires it. . 
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9 JtJLiAKXTS {Digest 8) Tlie case for^ settling boundaries can 
still be tried, though the part-owners should have brought an 
action for partition, or should have disposed of the land. 

10 The same {Digest 51) The action for partition among co- 
owners, or division among heirs, or settlement of boundaries is such 
that in it each party stands in the twofold legal position of plaintiff 
and defendant to the action. 

11 Papikiahus {Respoirisa 2) In inquiries into boundaries, in 
default of^ old memorials, the parties must be guided by the 
authority of the census last made before the proceedings were 
begun, provided that there is nothing to show that since that 
time, owing to frequent changes of ownership on death and the 
deliberate acts of persons in possession, portions of land have 
been added or taken away and the boundaries have consequently 
been disturbed. 

12 Paulus {Re^onsa 3) „ In connexion with an inquiry into 
ownership, those boundary lines ought to be maintained which 
were pointed out by someonrs who owned both estates on the 
occasion of his selling one of the two ; as it is not required that 
those boundaries should be observed which used to divide the 
different plots, but the indications given as to who are adjoining 
owners must be held to lay down a fresh boundary between the 
estates. 

13 Gaius {Law of tlie Twelve Tables 4) We must bear in mind 
that in the action for settling boundaries we ought to foUow the 
rule which was set down, so to speak, after the model of that law 
which Solon is said to have passed at Athens. The words of it are 
as follows: — If a man makes ^ a rough wall® close to another 
person’s land, he must not go beyond the boundary; if it is 
a mortared waJP, he must leave a foot clear; and if it is a house, 
two feet. If he digs a grave or a trench, he must leave a clear 
space as broad as the depth ; if it is a well, space to the extent of 
a fathom. Olives and fig-trees he must plant nine feet from the 
adjoining property, all other trees five feet. 


1 After monummta read dsfidunt, proamii. M. 

® Gfr. opvyg. * oXfiatrLa. C£ Roby, R.P,L. 1. 4S1. * Of. Roby. 
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On Dividing an Inheritance {famUice erdsemidoB). 

1 Gaiits {on the provincial Edict 7) This action is derived 
from the Law of the Twelve Tables, the fact being that it was 
deemed necessary that, where co-heira were desirous of giving up 
ownership in common, some form of action should be provided by 
means of which the assets might be divided among them. 1. At 
the same time the action is open, in dfrect law, even to a man 
who is not in possession of his share ; but if the heir who is in 
possession avers that the plaintiff is not a co-heir with him, he can 
bar the action by an exceptio worded thus : — “ provided that the 
question of heirship is not prejudged in connexion with the matter 
which the action is about.” If the applicant is in possession of his 
share, then, even though it should be averred that he is not 
a co-heir, the above exceptio wUl be no bar ; the consequence of 
which is that, in that case, the judge himself who tries the action 
entertains the question whether the applicant is a co-heir or not ; 
in fact, if he is not a co-heir, no vesting order will be made in his 
favour, nor will his opponent be ordered to pay him anything. 

2 Ulpianijs {on the Edict 1 9) By the action famUiae ercis- 
cundoe an inheritance can be divided, whether it is testamentary or 
on intestacy, and whether it is given by the Twelve Tables, or by 
some other^ statute, or by a decree of the Senate, or even by an 
Imperial enactment ; and, as a rule, the only persons whose in- 
heritance can be divided are those on whose decease there can be 
a petitio hereditatis (action to recover the inheritance). 1. If there 
is a quarter share coming by law to someone who was arrogated 
in pursuance of the enactment of the Divine Pius, then, as such 
a person does not become either heir or honorum possessor, an 
vUlis actio familioi erdscvmdm wUl be required. 2. Again, if the 
estate is the [castremel peculium of a son under potestas who was 
a soldier, there is good ground for maintaining that there is an 
inheritance created by Imperial enactments, consequently this® 
action will be applicable. 3. In an action familicB erdsGwndcB, 
each of the heirs acts the part of both defendant and plaintiff. 
4. It is also beyond question that the action is admissible even 
where the parties are a few heirs out of a larger number. 5. True 

* Por (Mgua read alia. C£ M. 2 Read huie for hoc. Of M. 
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as it is that claims against debtors are not taken into account in 
this action, still, if stipulations have been*made as to the division 
of any such, it being understood that such division is to be adhered 
to and each party has to assign rights of action to the other and 
make him procurator on his ovu behalf, flie parties must abide by 
the division. 

3 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) No doubt it is often 
a matter within the competence of the judge to assign different 
debts and demands in their entirety to different heirs respectively, 
as it often happens that the business both of discharging and 
getting in shares is attended with no small inconvenience. But it 
must always be understood that the result of an assignment of this 
kind is not that any single heir owes the whole debt or has a right 
to realize the whole demand, but only this, that, if an action is to 
be brought, the heir brings it partly in his own name and partly as 
procivrator [for his co-heirsj; and, again, if an action has to be 
defended, he is sued partly in his own name and partly as pro- 
curator. The ci’editors, no doubt, are still fully entitled^ to take 
proceedings against any heir separately ; at the same time the 
heirs themselves are equally empowered to put in their own places 
those persons to whom the bfunt of the action has been assigned 
by the judge’s discretion. 

4 Ulpianus {on the Edict 19) Accordingly, everything, setting 
aside pecuniary demands, is taken into account in this action. 
But if a pecuniary demand is bequeathed to some one of the heirs 
in particular, such heir will get it by the action erciscundoe. 
1. Noxious drugs and poisons are included in the action ; but the 
judge ought not to offer to have anything to do with things of that 
kind, as his duty is to discharge the office of a good and inoffensive 
person. He ought to act in the same way in respect of books 
which it is objectionable to read, for example, such as deal with 
magic arts or any similar books ; everything of that kind ought to 
be at once destroyed. 2. Again, where anything turns out to have 
been acquired by embezzling public money {peculaius) or saci-ilege, 
or violence or robbery or acts of brigandage, it will not be divided. 
3. It may be added that the judge ought to order that the testa- 
ment itself either should be left in the hands of whoever is heir for 
the largest share or should be deposited in a temple. Labeo 
himself says that on a sale of the inheritance a copy of the 


^ del. este after potesicus. M. 
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testament ought to be deposited ; the heir, he says, ought to hand 
over a copy, but the original testament he should keep in his own 
custody, or else deposit in a temple. 

5 Gaius {on the pi*ovtmial Edict 5) If there are among the 
assets any heritable bonds {cmitiones hereditarke), the judge should 
take means to make sure that they shall remain in the hands of 
the person who is lieir for the largest share , — the others are 
to have a copy made and verified ^, — an undertaking being 
given by such heir that, when the occasion arises, the originals 
will be produced. If all the heirs take equal shares, and they do 
not come to any agreement on the question with whom the 
documents are to be left, they ought to di*aw lots, or some friend 
must be chosen by agreement or vote with whom they can 
be placed, or else they should be deposited in a consecrated 
temple ; 

6 Ulpianus {on the Edict 19) the plan of settling the question 

by competitive offers, so that the highest bidder shall have the 
custody of the heritable papers, does not commend itself either to 
me or to Pomponius. ♦ 

7 Vbnuleius {Stipvlations 7) Jf one particular heir, in a case 
where another heir either was added on some condition, or is in 
the hands of the enemy, ^ould declare that he is himself the heir 
and should succeed in proceedings taken thereupon, and, after 
that, the conditional event should take place on which the other 
becomes entitled, or the other should return by postUminivm^ will 
the former be bound to let the latter share the fimits of his 
successful application ? There is, of coui’se, no doubt at aU that he 
has an undivided right to an action on the judgment. Here the 
co-heir [who was added] ought to be allowed to elect, that is to* 
say, either he must have a share given him in the inheritance or 
he must be enabled to take proceedings, the fact being that he is 
a man who became heir himself— or returned to the city — 
subsequently to the judgment given in favour of his present co-heir. 
The same rule will hold where a posthumous child is born after the 
death of the testator. That these persons failed to apply before 
is no ground of objection, considering that they only acquired 
the inheritance after the other heir had been successful. 

8 XJjjpiAsum (on the Edict 19) Pomponius tells us that, if the 
account books are bequeathed {jprcelegato^ to some one of the heirs 
in particular, they ought not to be handed over to him until his 

^ Text in had Latin, probably interpolated. 
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co-heirs have copied them. Suppose, he says, the bequest is of some 
slave who was a bailiff, the man need not be handed over until he has 
brought in his accounts. It may fairly be asked whether there ought 
not in fact to be an undertaking given that whenever the accounts, 
or the bailiff bequeathed as above, should*be required, they should 
respectively be forthcoming ; as very often it is necessary to have 
the original accounts — or the actual bailiff^ — before you, in order 
to elucidate points which subsequently crop up and which bear on 
the question of the man’s knowledge ; and it is in fact necessary 
that the co-heirs should have an undertaking given them on the 
subject by the heir first mentioned. 1. Pomponius says further 
that pigeons which are habitually allowed to leave the pigeon-house 
come within the scope of the action fam'dice erciseundce, because 
they belong to their original owner so long as they keep up the 
habit of returning to his premises ; accordingly, if anyone should 
take them, the owner has an action for thei^ The same rule 
applies to bees, as they are reckoned a subject of property. 
2. Again, if one out of a man’s cattle should be carried off by 
a wild beast, the same writer holds that if it escapes from the beast 
it is included in the action erdscrundoe', the better opinion, 
he says, is that a creature whiph is carried off by a wolf or some 
other wild animal does not cease to be a piece of property so long 
as it is not devoured. 

9 Paultjs {on the Edid 23) The action includes things which 
the heirs have acquired by user, in cases where they were delivered 
to the deceased, also things which were delivered to the heirs, but 
which had been purchased by the deceased, 

LO UiiPiAUUs {on the Edict 19) also lands which are held in 
ownership and, besides these, land let on perpetual lease, and 
rights to surfaces {prcedia vectigalia and ^u/perfido/ricC) ; the rule 
applies equally to things of which the deceased had possession 
in good faith, though they were the property of another. 

1 PAtriiTTS {on the Edict 23) The child of a female slave, if 

born after entry on the inheritance, 

.2 Ulpiantts {on the EdhA 19) or even after joinder of issue, 

can, so Sabinus tells us, be reached by the action familice erdscmdm 
and be assigned by the order. 1. The same is the case as to 
anything given by a stranger to slaves which are part of the estate. 


^ For actori read actorm. Of. M. 
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2. Anything bequeathed subject to a* condition is the property of 
the heirs in the meantime, consequently it is included in the action, 
and it can be assigned by the order, subject, that is, to the liabilities 
attaching to it {cmn siia cavsa), so that, if the* condition comes to 
pass, it will be taken away from the heir to whom it was assigned, 
and, if the condition fails, it will revert to the heirs at whose charge 
it was left. The same principle applies in the case of a statuliber ; 
he is for the time the property of the heirs, but, if the condition 
comes to pass, he acquires his liberty : 

Papiniantts (Qmstions 7) as the transfers of property which 
are forbidden to be made after issue is joined are only such as are 
voluntary, and not those which were required in virtue of some 
antecedent ground and have a legal origin which acts with 
compulsory force. 

Ulpiaitus {on the Edict 19) But if, on the other hand, the 
period for acquiring a thing by user should have begun to run 
before joinder of issue in favour of someone who was not heir, 
and should be completed afterwards, this takes the thing out of the 
scope of the action. 1. It has been a matter of question whether 
a usufruct comes within the scope of the action ; suppose, for 
instance, land was bequeathed away from the heirs, the usufruct 
being reserved : 

Pattlus {on the Edict 23) or a usufruct was bequeathed to 
a slave who is part of the assets : it should be remembered that 
a usufruct cannot shift from the holder without terminating 
altogether. 

Ulpianxts {on the Edict 19) My own view is that it is 
part of the duty of the judge that, if the heirs wish to break 
up their part-ownership of the usufruct, he should comply with 
their wish, making them give mutual undertakings. 1. Julianus 
says that, if the judge vests the land in one heir and the usufruct 
therein in another, this does not make the usufruct common 
property. 2. A usufruct can be assigned by the order from and 
after a given time, or until a given time, or for alternate years. 

3. Land which a river adds to some estate by [alluvion after 
joinder of issue is fully included in the action. 4. If, moreover, 
anything should be done by one of the heirs by malice or negligence 
so as to impair the [value of the] usufruct, this too Pomponius says 
is included in the action ; as, in fact, anything whatever that the 
heir does to the iiyary of the inheritance by malice or negligence 
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■will be taken into account in the action familws, ercismndce, 
proTided always that he does it as heir. Accordingly, if one of the 
heirs took away money in the lifetime of the testator, this money 
does not come withm the scope of the action, because at that time 
the party was not yet heir; but where ^e did it as heir {quasi 
heres) then, although the party complaining should have some 
other right of action as well, still, as Julianus tells us, he is liable 
to the action famUice ercHscundas. 5. Lastly, he says that if one 
of the heirs should obliterate or falsify the amounts of the testator’s 
estate, he is liable under the kx AquUia on the ground of 
destruction ; but nevertheless he is liable to the action famUicB 
ercismndm too. 6. Again, if a slave who is part of the estate 
steals something belonging to one of the heirs, Ofilius says that 
there are the actions ./wmiYice ereismndoe and comnmni dividundo, 
and there is no action for theft ; and, accordingly, if the heir brings 
the familke ereismndce, he will either get an order vesting the 
slave in him or else one to the effect that the damages assessed in 
the case shall be given him, that is, simple damages. 

17 Gaicts {on the provindq^ Edict 7) Where damage is com- 
mitted by a single heir, the rule which meets the case is that the 
simple amount should be taken into account in the action fam/Moe 
erciseundoe. 

18 Ulpianus ((Ml the Edict 19) In keeping with this is what is 
said by Julianus : — If there are several heirs, and a legacy is made 
to one of them simply of a slave, in general terms, with liberty of 
option, whereupon the [other] heirs declare that Stichus has 
falsified the testament or badly damaged it, their object in giving 
this information being to prevent that slave being chosen, but, after 
that, he is chosen, and then an action is brought to recover him, 
they can, if they are defendants in the action, have recourse to an 
exeeptio of doJm modm and examine the slave by tortmu 1. The 
question has been asked whether in an saiiovd- familMe erciscundes 
the heirs have a right to examine by torture -with reference to the 
death of the testator or his wife or his children ; as to which 
Pomponius says very properly that these matters have nothing to 
do vpith the division of the testator’s assets. 2. The same writer 
holds ^ that where a person directs by testament that a slave shall 
be sold in order that he may be taken away, it is within the 
duty of the judge to see that the will of the deceased shall 

, ^ Vor jvdieium rcaAjudido. Of. M. 

^ In the text, “asks.” 
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not fall through. Again, in a case where the testator directs that 
a monument should be* set up, there can be an action familim 
ercisGiindce to have it done. He suggests, ho^svever, besides this, 
that, inasmuch as the heirs have an interest in the matter, seeing 
that they acquire a right’over the monument, any one of them can 
have an action in special terms {prcescriptis verbis) to have the 
monument erected. 3. Where one of the heirs goes to expense 
in good faith, he can get interest from a co-heir from the date of 
default [on the part of the latter], according to a rescript of the 
Emperors Severus and Antoninus. 4. Celsus goes so far as to add 
the following discriminating remark, viz. that a co-heir, even where 
he does not pay a debt himself, still has a right to an action 
familicB ercisciindw to compel his co-heir to pay, on the ground 
that the creditor will not relinquish some piece of property until 
he is paid in full. 5. Where a Jilius fmnilias was heir to his 
father to the extent of a share and is sued by creditors who have 
a claim on his pecidium^ he being ready to pay the whole debt, he 
can, by means of an exceptio dol% make the creditors assign to him 
their rights of action ; but, besides this, he has a good action 
familice erciscmidce against his co-hdirs. 6. Where one of the 
heirs has paid a legacy to a legatee ’yho had got an order putting 
him in possession in order to preserve legacies, Papinianus holds, 
and so the law is, that he has a good action familue erciscundce 
against his co-heirs, because the legatee would never relinquish 
possession which he had once taken as being equivalent to security 
for his debt, until the whole of his legacy was paid him. 7* Again, 
if an heir should pay Titius a debt to prevent a pledge being 
sold, Ifemtius says that he can proceed by an action familim 
erciscmidce, 

(Gaius on the provincial Edict 7) Conversely also, the judge 
ought to take care in the same way that where one of the heirs has 
made some gain out of part of the assets or acquired a claim by 
stipulation at the expense of the estate, this shall not be for his 
exclusive benefit. The judge will secure these objects by either 
taking debtor and creditor accounts among the different heirs, or 
compelling them to give undertakings to one another by means of 
which both profits and liabilities may be shared equally among 
them. 

Ulpianos {on the Edict 19) Where a married daughter 
[being one of the heirs of her father,] was bound to bring her dos 

12 
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into hotchpot (dotem cor^erre), and, through a mistake on the part 
of her co-heirs, she gave an undertaking to the effect that she 
would pay them in. proportion to their respective shares in the 
inheritance whatever she recovered from her husband, Papinianus 
has it that, in spite of this, the arbiter in the action famUice 
erdscundce must rule that, even if the wife herself should depart 
this life without the married state having ended, the dos must still 
be brought in ; no inadvertency, he says, on the part of the co-heirs 
can make any difference as to the course which the legal proceedings 
will have to take. 1. If a son under potestas has incurred an 
obligation at his father’s request, he must retain the amount out 
of the assets ; indeed, if he spent money in his father’s interest, 
the same rule applies ; and, if [the right of action was’^] de peculio, 
the son will retain his pecuHum [to the extent of the amount of 
the debt®]. All this was laid down by rescript by the present 
Emperor. 2. Besides this, where a son under jjoiestos is appointed 
heir, he can retain his wife’s dos ; and this is reasonable, as it is he 
who has to bear the expense entailed by the married state. 
Accordingly, he can retain the whole dos, and he must give an 
undeiiaking to his co-heirs, who are liable to an action on stipu- 
lation, that the action shall be-defended on their behalf. A similar 
rule holds where a stranger gave the dos and made a stipulation. 
[The rule applies to] not only the dos of the son’s own wife, but 
to that of his son’s wife, on the ground that this too is an expense 
entailed by the married state which falls on him, as he is obliged 
to answer for the expense which will be incurred by his son and his 
daughter-in-law. According to Marcellus, the son will retain the 
dos not only where it was given to his father, but where it was 
given to himself, such son ; so far, that is, where it was given to 
himself, as his peeulium covers it, or as it was spent in his father’s 
interest. 3. Where a father divides his property among his sons 
without any wilting and apportions the burden of his debts among 
them according to what they respectively get, this, Papinianus says, 
is not to be treated as a mere gift, but rather as a distribution in 
virtue of a man’s last will Of course, he says, if the creditors bring 
actions against them for amounts corresponding to their I’espective 
shares in the inheritance, and one of them declines to be bo^d 
by the terms of the arrangement, an action can be brought against 
him proesc/riptis verbis, on the ground that they made an exchange 

‘ 1 A^r peculio ins. sit actio. M. 

® 'BeSore peculiiim ins. eatsnus. M. 
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on definite terms, provided, that is, all the property was included in 
the division. 4. The action familm erciscundce cannot be brought 
more than once, save on special cause shown ; and, if there are 
some things left undistributed, in respect of these there can be an 
action ccynimuni dividuhdo. 5. Papinianus says that if the duty 
of paying a debt is laid on one of the heirs without its being done 
by way of a legacy [to the creditor], then, in virtue of the office of 
the judge who hears the case on familice erciscundce^ the heir is 
compelled to undertake the payment — though not to the extent of 
more than three-quarters of his share, in order that he may have 
one clear quarter ; accordingly, he will have to undertake to save 
his co-heirs harmless. 6. The same writer says further that where 
a son is liable on a balance of accounts in respect of public offices 
which his father consented to his exercising, and is then appointed 
heir to the extent of a share, he will have a right to retain the 
amount of his liability, because this was one of the debts owed by 
his father; but, as for any offices which he undertook after his 
father’s death, the father’s heirs are not liable in respect of them. 
7. There is, however, an opinion given by 17eratius to this effect. 
A man, he says, who had several sons offered that one of them 
should undertake an agonothesic^ (superintendence of public 
games), and, before the son had discharged the office, the father 
died, having appointed heirs all his sons ; whereupon the question 
was asked whether the son first mentioned could, by an action 
familice erciscundce^ recover the amount he had expended in the 
matter ; to wliich, he said, his reply was that there was no action 
by which he^ could recover it. This is, very properly, not 
admitted; so that the expense in question must be held to be 
within the scope of the action familice erdscmidce, 8. Again, 
Papinianus says that, if a husband directs one of his two heirs 
to bear the burden of paying the dos, where the same is due in 
pursuance of a stipulation, but the widow brings her action for dos 
against both, the heir who was directed to undertake the burden 
must defend his co-heir in an action so brought. But, if legacies 
are left at the charge of both heirs to take the place of the dos 
and, in consequence of the widow electing to be paid the dos as 
such, they are retained by the heirs, such retention ought not to 
profit the co-heir who is relieved of the payment of the debt ; [that 
is, the dos ;] the intention being that the co-heir who undertook 
the burden of the debt, should, by the exercise of the judge’s office, 


1 For idem read id eum, Cuj. 
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get the legacy [charged on the other]. All jthis is perfectly correct, 
unless the testator directed otherwise. 9. The same writer says 


that where a statuliber pays money to one of several co-heirs out 
of his pemlium, by way of fnlfilling the condition on which he is 
to become free, the money is not included in this action, and it 
need not be shared. 


21 PAtriiUS (on the Edict 23) The same rule holds in the action 
communi dividmido. 


22 Ulpianus (on the Edict 19) Again, Labeo tells us that, if 
one of the heirs digs up a concealed hoard which the testator left 
as it was, he is liable in an action familice erciseundce, even 
though he should have divided the hoard with a stranger who was 
aware of the facts. 1. The judge in the Action familice erciseundce 
can assign property in the same thing to several persons in those 
cases only in which either the right of retainer was left [by the 
deceased] to several persons in respect of the same thing — ^where, 
indeed, as Pompouius says, the necessity of the case requires that 
the assignment should be tcf a number of persons — or else he [the 
judge] apportions definite shares in the thing to the different 
respective co-heirs. He can however, if he chooses, let the thing 
be bid for and vest it by an order in one single heir ; 2. again, it 
will not be disputed that he can divide the land into so many 
distinct portions and assign these by order to the various persons 
respectively according to the division so made. 3. Moreover, when 
he makes such assignments he can impose a servitude, so as to 
make one plot among those which he assigns serve another plot ; 
still, if he once gives a plot to any heir in absolute terms, he 
cannot, after that, in giving another, proceed to make the former 
subject to a servitude attaching to the latter. 4. Proceedings in 
the action familice erdsewndce deal with two kinds of subject- 
matter, questions of property and questions of transfer, the latter 
being matters m p&rsonomP-. 5. Papinianus finds fault with 
Marcellus with reference to property in the hands of an enemy, in 
regard that the latter does not hold that^ transfers of such property 
as is in the hands of an enemy are embraced by the dixAionfamilicB 
erdsemidce. How, indeed, can there be any objection to the action 
embracing acts which may be required with reference to any kind 
of property where it embraces that very property itself, 


^ deL actiones. M. 
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PAtTLtrs {on the E^iet 19) in virtue of the possibility of 
posUiminiwm ? Of course an undei'taking would have to be given, 
as it is possible that the party should not return ; unless, 
indeed, there was simplj a valuation put on the chance itself as 
an expectancy. 

Ulpi ANTIS {on the Edict 19) Indeed, even where a thing 
has ceased to exist at all, the question of transfer may still come 
within the scope of the action ; I agree with Papinianus as to this. 

1. The action famUke ereisemidoe applies among bonorum, 
possessores, also as between a person to whom the inheritance was 
handed over in pursuance of the Trebellian decree of the Senate, 
and all other Praetorian successors. 

Patjlus {on the Edict 23) The heirs of one who died in the 
enemy’s hands can proceed by way of this action. 1. If a soldier 
makes one person heir to his castrensian property and another to 
everything else, there is no occasion herein for an action familice 
erdseundcB, because, in such a case, the property is divided between 
the two successors in virtue of imperjial enactments ; just as the 
action is not available where there is no corporeal property at all, 
but the inheritance consists entirely of debts owing to the estate. 

2. In connexion with the question whether a man is qualified to 
undertake to defend the action fcmilice erciscmidce, it makes no 
difierence whether he is in possession of his inheritance or not. 

3. Where a number of different inheritances are held by several 
persons in common by different titles, they can have one action 
Imnilioe erdscundce in respect of them all. 4. If you and I have 
Titius’s inheritance in common and you and I and Titius {sic) have 
that of Seius, Pomponius tells us that a single action may be had 
to which three persons are parties [embx'acing both cases]. 
5. Again, if sevei-al inheritances belong to you and me in common, 
we can take proceedings by way of an action familice erdscwndoe 
as to one of them by itself. 6. If a testator had property in 
common with a stranger, or bequeathed to anyone a share in 
property of his own, or his heir, before meeting an action fomiliae 
ercismndce, disposed of his own share, it falls within the duty of 
the judge to order that the share which was the property of the 
testator should be made over to some one person. 7. Wliere 
a co-heir is in possession of anything as purchaser or, say, as donee, 
according to Pomponius, it is not embraced by the action familke 
erdscundoe. 8. The same writer has the following : — ^You and 
I having become heirs to Titius, if you sue Sempronius to recover 



182 


Dividing an Inheritance [book x 

part of an estate the whole of which you declare is included in the 
inheritance, and you are defeated, and I thereupon purchase the 
part in question from Sempronius and take delivery of it, then, if 
you bring the action famUim ercismndc^ this will not only fail to 
embrace what I possess as heir, but will not reach even what I 
have as purchaser ^ ; in fact, as it was made clear by the previous 
judgment that the whole estate lay outside the inheritance, how 
can it come within the scope of the action famUice ereismndce'i 
9. It is a matter of doubt whether the action will include 
a stipulation such as gives each separate heir a right of action for 
the whole ; for example, where a man dies after stipulating for 
a roadway, pathway or drive^, the fact being that such a stipulation 
is by the Twelve Tables not allowed to be divided, as indeed it 
cannot be. However, the better opinion is that the action does 
not embrace this stipulation, but every heir has a right of action 
for the whole, and if the roadway is not furnished, the order made 
on the defendant should be for damages proportional to the 
plaintiff’s share in the inheritance. 10. Conversely, where the 
man who promised a roadway dies, having appointed several heirs, 
the obligation is not divided, and there is no doubt that it continues 
to hold good, seeing that a roadway can be promised even by a man 
who has no land. Since therefore each separate heir is liable for the 
whole, undertakings should be called for, in exercise of the judge’s 
office, in order that if any one of the heirs should be sued and 
should thereupon pay the damages assessed, he may recover part 
of the amount from the others. 11. The rule is the same where 
the testator bequeaths a roadway. 12. In the case of another 
stipulation also, viz. where the testator’s promise was that nothing 
should be done by him or by his heir to prevent the promisee from 
being able to walk or drive — seeing that, if a single co-heir impedes 
access, the stipulation can be sued upon for the whole sum — 
provision has to be made on behalf of the co-heirs, to prevent the 
act of one of them being injurious to the others. 13. A similar rule 
holds in the case of a sum of money promised by the testator, if it 
was promised under a penalty ; it is true that, in that case, the 
obligation is divided by the Statute of the Twelve Tables, still, 
inasmuch as the feet of one co-heir paying his share wiU be of no 
avail to prevent the penalty being incurred, [it follows that,] if, on 
the one hand, the debt has not yet been paid nor become 
demandable, the case must be met by an undertaking [to which all 

^ The Basilica transpose “purchaser” and “ heir.” 

‘ Bead actum for actut. 
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are parties^], so that [either] the one* by whose fault it eventually 
happens that the money is not all paid engages to keep the rest 
harmless, or else [each^] engages that he will make good a portion 
to whoever pays the whole ; while, if, on the other hand, the whole 
sum which was promised by the testator has been paid by one of 
the co-heirs, in order to prevent the penalty being demandable, he 
will be able to recover from his co-heirs their respective shares by 
the action familice ercismndce. 14. A similar rule is observed 
with reference to the redemption of pledges ; unless there is 
a tender of the whole sum due, the pledgee can lawfully sell the thing 
pledged. 15. If one of several co-heirs defends a noxal action in 
respect of a slave who is part of the estate and tenders the damages 
assessed, where that is the best course to take, he can by means of 
this action recover a portion of the money. The rule is the same 
where one co-heir gives an undertaking in respect of legacies to 
prevent the legatees getting an order to be put in possession. And, 
to give a general rule, wherever a matter cannot be disposed of by 
partial performance, if one party should, under pressure of necessity, 
discharge the whole, there is room for an action erciscimdce. 

16. A co-heir is bound to answer dot only for malice but for 
negligence too in respect of property which is part of the estate, 
seeing that a person has not contracted with a co-heir hut has 
simply chanced upon him ; hut the co-heir is not hound to answer 
for as much diligence as is a diligent paterfamilias, since, in this 
case, the co-heir hxxd good reason for acting in the matter on 
account of his own sha/re, and he consequently has no right of 
action on negotia gesta (voluntary agency) ; accordingly he is 
bound to use the same amount of diligence that he does in his own 
affairs^. The same may be said where a thing is bequeathed to two 
legatees ; in their case too, what brought them into co-ownership 

^ Cf. Bas. “the co-heirs must give an undertaking to one another.” This appears 
to me to make better sense. (See Bas. 42. 3. 25. 9. 7. to irXaros,) 

2 I put “ each” in place of “he” to avoid a contradiction, again following the 
Basilica. See Bas. 42. 3. 25. 9 {sic, not 13). 

® The above follows the texl^ but the text cannot be what Ulpian wrote, as the 
conclusion from the fact mentioned would be to the opposite effect. M. proposes 
a version in which a number of words are transposed and which maybe Englished 
as follows: — “but, seeing tliat a person does not contract with a co-heir but 
chances upon him, he is not bound to answer for as much diligence as a diligent 
paterfamilias-, for since, in this case, the co-heir had good reason for acting in the 
matter, on account of his own share, he coi^equently has no right of action on 
negotia gesta^ etc. This is founded on the Basilica, but, in M.’s opinion, it implies 
a deliberate emendation on the part of the Greek writer. 
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was not their own agreement but the circumstances of the case, 
17. Where there is a bequest of a slave who is not expressly 
specified, and afterwards, the legatee dying, one of his heirs, by 
refusing to concur [in the choice of a slave], obstructs the discharge 
of the legacy, the party so obstructing can, by means of this action, 
be ordered to pay the others the amounts of their respective 
interests. A similar rule holds where, to take the converse case, 
one of several heirs at whose charge a bequest has been made in 
general terms of such slave as they shall themselves choose, refuses 
to agree to the particular slave being handed over whom it would 
be advantageous to all of them to have transferred, and thereupon 
the heirs are sued at law by the legatee and ordered to pay something 
over and above. 18. Again, a man is liable on the ground of negligence 
who, having entered on an inheritance before others [entitled along 
with him], has allowed servitudes which attached to land included 
in the estate to be lost by non-user. 19. Where a sou who defends 
an action on behalf of his fiither sufiers adverse judgment and 
thereupon pays, either in his father’s lifetime or after his death, 
the fairest rale to give is that he has a right to sue to recover [part] 
from his co-heir in an action famUice erdsemidcB. 20. The judge 
in the action familice erdsemdoe ought not to leave anything 
undivided. 21. He ought also to see that an undertaking is given 
to the persons in whom he vests the property to secure them against 
its being recovered by superior title. 22. If money which was not 
left in the house is bequeathed [to one of the heirs] per 
prceceptionem (to be taken by retainer), it is a matter of question 
whether the co-heirs ought to pay the whole amount or only pay 
in proportion to their shares in the inheritance, just as if the 
money had been left so as to be found among the other assets ; but 
on the whole the proper view is that the amount which must be 
paid is what would be paid if the money had been found. 

J6 Gaitjs {on the provincial Edict 7) But it is within the 
competence of the judge to order that something or several 
things included in the estate should be sold, and that the money 
arising from the sale should be paid to any legatee to whom such 
money was bequeathed. 

27 Paulus {on the Edict 23) In this action an order must be 
made or the application dismissed with reference to every party ; 
consequently, if the order is omitted in the case of any party, 
there will be no validity in anything done by the judge with 
reference to the remaining parties, as it is impossible for a dedsion 



TIT. ii] On Dividing an Inheritance 185 

pronounced in some oQe case to be in force with reference to part 
of the matter in question and not with reference to another part. 

18 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) If a testator should 
bequeath per prceceptionem something which he has pledged for 
debt, it is open to the judge to order that the pledge should be 
redeemed out of the common funds and that the party to whom 
the thing was bequeathed as above should have it, 

!9 Paulus {on the Edict 23) If a thing was given to the 
deceased by way of pledge, we must hold that it will be included 
in the action familke erciscundce ; but the person to whom it is 
assigned by the judge in this action must be ordered to pay his 
co-heir for it in proportion to the latter’s share in the inheritance ; 
moreover he (the latter^) need not give his co-heir any undertaking 
that he shall be kept harmless in the case of an action [to redeem] 
on the part of the pledgor, as things will be in the same kind of 
position as if a hypothecariau or Servian action had been brought 
and the assessed amount at stake had been tendered [by a stranger], 
where the person [so] offering the money would thereupon have a 
right to be protected by an exceptio against the owner [pledgor], if 
the latter brought an action to recover the property. We may add, 
on the other hand, that if the heir to whom the thing pledged has 
been assigned wishes to restore the whole, he will get a hearing, 
even if the pledgor should object. Where the creditor (i.e. one 
heir) buys the thing pledged [from his co-heir], the rule is not the 
same, because assignment by the Court takes effect compulsorily, 
but purchase is a matter of choice ; unless indeed, [in the case of 
the assignment,] the creditor should be charged with bidding for 
the possession of the thing greedily. The reason why the above 
is taken into consideration is that what the creditor did is to be 
treated as if the debtor had done it through an agent, and any 
expense that such creditor was obliged to incur he can recover by 
an original action. 

30 MoDESTiNtJS {Bespo^isa 6) I have a piece of land in common 
with a girl sui juris who is under age and co-heir with me ; in the 
same land human remains are buried to which veneration is due 
on the part of both in fact, the girl’s own parents are buried there. 
Her guardians, however, wish to seU the land, to which I do not 

^ This is assumed without comment, and must be correct See Bas. and 
Pothier ; but we miss the word Ule, 

^ Read partibm for patribus. Gllick. 
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consent, preferring, as I do, to keep in mydiands my own portion, 
as I cannot afford to buy the whole piece of land, and I should 
like to discharge the.duty which we owe to the dead (Jm rdigionis) 
at my own pleasure. I wish to know whether my proper course is 
to ask for an arbiter by an action eommuni dividwndo to partition 
the piece of land in question, or the same arbiter as is appointed 
for the purposes of the action /amiZice ereisaundoe can discharge the 
office as well, and so divide this property too between us in 
accordance with our respective rights apart from the rest of the 
assets. Herennius Modestinus replied that there was nothing in 
the facts stated to prevent the person who was appointed arbiter 
in the action familim erciacmidce from extending the exercise of 
his function to the business of dividing the piece of land in 
question ; at the same time “ religious ” spots could not be brought 
within the scope of the action, and rights over them appertained 
to each separate heir in respect of the whole. ' 

31 PAPiNiAifus (Que8tio7is 7) If a slave who is pledged for 
debt is redeemed by one of the heirs, then, even though after that 
the slave should die, still th&-arbiter's official position in respect of 
him wiE continue ; there is sufficient ground for this furnished by 
the fact of common ownership* which was previously existing and 
would be continuing at this day if the property had not perished. 

32 The same {Besponsa 2) Such things as a father has not 

divided among his children, after^ giving them rights of action by 
way of making a division, belong to the children in proportion to 
their respective shares in the inheritance ; provided always he did 
not bestow them under one general description on a single child, 
and they are not accessory to the things given. 

33 The same (Besponsa 7) Where a father, in bequeathing 

different parcels of land to his respective heirs, desired to execute a 
partition as if he were an arbiter, one co-heir will not be compelled 
to hand over his share save on the terms of getting in return a 
share which is free from the burden of a pledge. 

34 The same (Besponsa 8) Where slaves were valued as 
between co-heirs at the time of partition, it is held that prices are 
put upon them not with a view to purchase but to division ; 
consequently, if any die while a condition is still pending [on 

^ M. 'would insert after datas the words res et coUatas ; making the whole 
equiTalent to “ after making over property and giving rights,* etc. He refers to 
20. 3 above. 
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•which they ■were to ga to someone in pursuance of a testamentary 
trust], the loss is held to fall on both the heir and the fidei- 
commissary. » 

35 The same (Eesponsa 12) Pomponius Philadelphus delivered 
certain plots of ground by way of dos to a daughter whom he 
had under his potestas, and requested that the rents and profits of 
the same should be handed over to his son-in-law [her husband] ; 
the question was asked whether the daughter could retain the land 
for herself on the father appointing all his children {filios) heirs. 
My answer was that the daughter had good ground to retain the 
possession ; as the father desired the lands in question to go for 
dos, and the married state had continued even after the father’s 
death ; the fact being, I said, that the case being defended 
was that of a daughter who remained in de facto possession, 
as though in virtue of a dos which she was capable of taking. 

36 Paultjs {Qvjcstions 2) Being of opinion that you were my 
co-heir, whereas the fact was not s<^ I brought an action familke 
erdscmdcB against you, and vesting orders and orders to pay were 
made by the judge on both of us ? I wish to know whether, on the 
real facts being discovered, there are mutual rights of action for 
reconveyance or actions on claims of ownership ; also whether one 
rule applies in the case of the party who is heir and another in the 
case of the party who is not heir? My answer was as follows : — If 
a man is sole heir, and, under the idea that Titius is co-heir along 
with him, he joins issue in proceedings fcmUwe erciscwndcB 
between them, and, on orders for payment being made, pays 
accordingly, then, seeing that he paid in pursuance of a judgment 
of the Court, he cannot sue to have the money back. But your 
point seems to be that no action familim erciscundce can be 
entertained save between co-heirs ; still, even if the proceeding is 
no [legal] action, nevertheless it is a sufficient obstacle to the action 
to recover what was handed over that the party believed himself 
to be [legally] ordered to pay it. If, on the other hand, neither 
party was heir, but they join issue in the action familicB erdsoimdce 
as if they were heirs, the rule as to recovering the property just 
laid down in respect of one party will apply to both. No doubt, if 
they di’rided the property •without applying to a judge, then it may 
be said that there is a good right even to bring a personal action 
for redelivery of those things which went to the party whom the 
actual heir took to be his co-heir ; it cannot be held, where the 
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heir [only] thought that the other was his go-heir, that the matter 
was compounded between them. 

f Sc^arvOLA {Questions 12) A man who takes proceedings by 

way of action famiUce erciseu/ndoe admits ^ that the other party is 
his co-heir. 

j Paulus {Respoma 3) Lucius and Titia, brother and sister, 

being emancipated by their father, had, when adult, cumtors 
appointed them, and these supplied both of them separately with 
money which was their common property, being derived from rents 
and profits. They afterwards divided the whole property between 
them, and, this being done, Titia, the sister, began proceedings 
against her brother Lucius on the alleged ground that he had 
received more than she had. Now as Lucius the brother did not 
get more than his proper portion, indeed got less than half the 
whole estate, I wish to ask whether Titia has a good right of action 
against her brother. Paulus replied : — “Upon the facts stated, if 
Lucius did not receive from the i-ents and profits of the lands 
owned in common more than what he had a right to in virtue of 
his share in the inheritance, I should say that his sister has no 
right of action against him.” He gave a similar answer in a case 
where it was maintained that an alimentary provision having been 
ordered by the Prsetor, a brother had received more than his 
sister, but not more than half the whole. 

19 So.®vOLA {Re^o^isa 1) A man who was appointed heir in 
respect of a share defended an action relative to the whole estate, 
the action being against all the heirs and founded on the alleged 
fact of their not having avenged [the testator’s *] death, — and he 
got judgment ; hereupon a co-heir brought an action to recover 
his share from the heir above mentioned, but declined to pay his 
portion of the expense incurred in defending the [previous] action. 
The question was asked whether the co-heir’s action would be 
barred by an exeeptio of dokts. My answer was that if additional 
expense had been incurred [by the present defendant] in conse- 
quence of a defence which he had made in the interest of [the 
present plaintiff] himself [as well as his own], such expense ought 
to be taken into account ; and even if the present defendant did 
not raise the exceptio of dolus, he could bring an action to be 

^ Omit non, M. : who follows the BasUica, and relies on the logical bearing of 
the affirmative on a 36. 

* M. 
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reimbursed a portion of the expeiMiture incurred. 1. A man 
who died intestate made codicils in which he dixided all his landed 
estates and other property between his [two] children in such a 
way as to leave a great deal more to his son tHan to his daughter ; 
the question was asked whether the sister was bound to bring her 
dos into hotchpot for the benefit of her brother. My answer was 
that, upon the facts as stated, if the deceased left no property 
undivided, the more correct view was that the right to ask to have 
the dos brought into hotchpot was taken away by the deceased’s 
own wish. 2. A testator gave a slave of the age of fifteen years 
his freedom when he should reach the age of thirty, and also 
signified his wish that there should be given him from the day of 
his own death for the rest of the slave’s life ten denarii [a 
month ^?] for his food and twenty-five denarii [a year^?] for his 
clothing. Stichus [the slave in question] having died before the 
day when he was to be free, the question was asked whether the 
legacy providing food and clothing was valid, and also whether, in 
case it were not valid, the heir who had paid it could recover it 
from his co-heir in whose house the slave had been living. My 
answer was that the money had not? been due and payable, but 
still, if what was given had been spent on aliment, that it could not 
be recovered. 3. A man cannot charge his brother in proportion 
to the share of the latter in the inheritance of their father with 
debts owing to the municipality w'hich he himself contracted after 
the father’s death, unless the two brothers were partners in respect 
of their whole property ; even though they possessed their father’s 
estate in common and the father before his death had discharged 
a magistracy in his municipality on behalf of his other son. 4. A 
man named his two sons heirs, and bequeathed to each of them by 
way of predegatmn certain specified slaves, including, in the case 
of one of the sons, a slave named Stephanus, with his pectdium. 
This slave was manumitted and died in the lifetime of the testator, 
then the father died ; and the question was asked whether what 
Stephanus had in his pemtium before he was manumitted belonged 
to both sons, or only to the one to whom Stephanus was bequeathed 
by way of prcelegatum with his pectdium. My answer was that, 
on the facts as stated, it belonged to both. 6. A father divided 
his property amongst his sons, and confirmed the division by 
testament, providing further that whatever debt any one of his 
sons had incurred or should incur he should remain liable for the 
whole of it ; after this, on one of the sons borrowing money, the 
* Of. M. and D. 34. i. 18. pr. 
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father came forward) and, with his consent, the land which he had 
assigned to the son was pledged [as a security for the money]. 
After the death of the father, the same son was in possession of the 
land and paid interest on the debt ; I wish to know, supposing the 
creditor sells the land given in pledge, whether anything will have 
to be paid to this son by a co-heir which could be realised by an 
action familice ereismndce. My answer was that, taking the facts 
as stated, nothing need be paid. 

Q Gatos (Fideicommissa 2) If a person who is appointed sole 
heir is requested to hand over a particular portion to me, for 
example, half, an utilis actio familice erciseundce can properly be 
brought between us. 

H PAUiiXJS {Decrees 1) A woman appealed from the decision 
of a judge on the ground, as she alleged, that, in an 'sciioo. familice 
erciseundcje between her and a co-heir, he had divided not only the 
property but the freedmen too, and also the [liability to pay an] 
alimentary provision which the testator had ordered to be given to 
particular freedmen; this, she said, he had no right to do. It was 
replied on the other hand that both parties had agreed to the 
division and had paid the alimentary provision for a great number 
of years in accordance with the terms agreed upon. The decision 
was that they must abide by the alimentary provision ; but the 
judge added that the division of fi’eedmen was of no force. 

42 POMPOITTOS {on Sabinus 6) If a legacy is made to one of 

the heirs as follows : — “ let him retain out of his share what he 
owes me,” it comes within the duty of the judge of the action 
familice erciscmndce to forbid the co-heirs from demanding from 
the heir in question payment of the debt ; as, even whei'e one heir 
is told to retain what is owed by another, rights of action ought, in 
pursuance of the duty of the judge, to be assigned to him in 
proportion to the share of a co-heir. 

43 Ulpiantts {on Sabinus 30) An arbiter may be asked for in 

the action familice ereisoundce even by one party only, as it is 
well known that an appeal to the judge may be made even by 
a single heir ; consequently a single heir can ask for an adnt&r, 
even though the others are present and refuse their consent to the 
application. 

44 PAtTLirs {on ScMnus 6) ■ Among co-heirs there may be 
proceedings taken eornmumi divid/mdo in such wise that the only 
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things embraced by the action are i’uch things as belong to the 
parties in common, ancT questions which can be raised in respect of 
these things, the right of action familice erciscundoe being left 
untouched with reference to everything else. 1. If an action 
familice erciscundm op commwni dividmido has been carried 
through, the Prsetor allows exceptions or actions so as to maintain 
any assignments made by the Court. 2. If co-heirs have sold 
property in the absence of one of their number, and have therein 
fraudulently contrived that they should get more than their share, 
they can be called upon to make good the loss to the one who was 
absent by means of either an familice ercisaundce or d^petitio 
hereditatis. 3. Any produce which an heir takes before entry on 
the inheritance from land included in the deceased’s estate he does 
not, according to Julianus, have to give up pursuant to an action 
familice ercisaundm^ save where he took it with knowledge of the 
fact that the laud was part of the deceased’s estate. 4. Persons 
who bring the diCiiom familice erciseundce, or commmii dimdundo^ 
or finium regimdorum are both plaintiffs and defendants ; conse- 
quently they are bound to swear that they do not take contentious 
proceedings vexatiously nor deny'* their liability vexatiously. 
5. Wherever a single co-heir, iij pursuance of a promise on 
stipidation binding the heirs, makes a payment incurred through 
his own act, he cannot recover it from his co-heir ; for example, 
where the deceased promised that no malicious act {dolus malui) 
should be committed by himself or his heir or that nothing should 
be done by himself or his heir which should prevent some specified 
person from using a footpath or a drive. Indeed, even where the 
other heirs incur liability through the act of one, on the ground 
that the condition mentioned in a stipulation binding the heirs has 
come to pass, they will have a good right of action familice 
ercisamidce against the one through whom it happened that an 
action could be brought on the stipulation. 6. Where a man 
stipulates that Titius and his heir shall ratify some act of his, and 
Titius dies leaving several heirs, [it is held] that the heir who failed 
to ratify is alone liable ; and [similarly, in case the promisee dies^,] 
that, of the promisee’s heirs, the one against whom proceedings 
have been taken can alone enforce the liability. 7. Where a man 
bequeaths a usufruct to his widow till such time as her dos shall be 
duly made over to her, then, according to Cassius, by order of the 
arbiter in the action familice erciscwndcey anything that may have 

^ M. suggests uterque instead of Titius, where the name occurs the second time : 
'U, ‘^both die ” instead of “ T. dies.” 
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been given by way ov»dos onijehalf of a co-heir can be recovered^ 
[from him] and, on the other hand, a co-heir can be made to pay 
[his proportion of] the dos ; which is quite correct. 8. If two 
co-heirs are ordered hy testament to erect a statue, whereupon one 
does nothing and the other sets up th^ statue, Julianus says 
that there is no injustice in an action familice ereiscundce being 
allowed, so that a portion of the expense may be paid to be deter- 
mined by the judgment of a reasonable arbitrator. 

45 PoMPONius {on SaUnus 13) If you maintain that some part 
of the inheritance of a deceased person is common to you and me 
which I, on some other ground, declare to be my own in severalty, 
the question does not come within the scope of the action famUice 
erdsmndce. 1. Ill practice on the part of a slave of an heir is 
not embraced by the action familice erciscundoe, unless there was 
so far negligence in the owner of the slave that he employed an 
untrustworthy slave about the common property. 

46 Paulus {on Sabinus 7) If the husband is appointed heir by 
his father subject to a condition, [the rule is] that in the meantime 
the wife’s right of action dos is suspended. No doubt, if 
a divorce takes place after her father-in-law’s death, though at 
a time when the condition on vs^ich her husband was to be heir is 
still pending, the rule is that he has a right of retainer as to the 
dos, because, on the death of the father, some things go with his 
sons even before they become his heirs, such as [duties connected 
with the expense entailed by] marriage or [with] children or 
guardianship. According^, a son who, after the death of his father, 
bore the expense entailed by marriage has a right to retain the dos ; 
and this was the opinion of our friend Scsevola himself. 

47 PoMPOiiriXJS {on SaMnus 21) In the action familice ereismndoe 
or communi dividundo, if, while the matter is before the arbiter, 
there is a dispute as to a servitude, the rule is that all those 
amongst whom the arbiter has been appointed can bring actions or 
make a “ notification of novel structure ” according to their re- 
spective shares in the property ; and, when vesting orders are made 
by the arbiter, then, if the whole estate should be assigned to one 
heir, undertakings ought to be given that anything that might be 
won by means of the actions [brought in connexion with the 
dispute] should be made over [to him], and any cost incurred in 
them should be made good [by him] ; and, in case no action was 
brought with reference to the land while the case was before the 

^ Read rsciperari for redperare poUst. 
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arbiter {m jvdieio), the original righl? of action should go with the 
person to whom the whble piece of land is assigned by order of the 
arbiter, or the right of action connected with whatever share it is 
in respect of which the assignment is made. 1* Again, as to things 
which are movable and which can be made the subject of the 
actions in question, should any such things come to be stolen 
while the case is proceeding, actions for theft can be brought by 
those persons at whose risk the things were. 

48 Patjltjs (on Sabinus 12) If proceedings are taken, either 
familim ercismndce, ov contmuni dividiundo,ox jinmmregmidemvm, 
and one of the parties dies leaving several heirs, the case cannot be 
split up into parts, but either all the heirs must accept the matter 
as it stands or they must appoint some one person as procurator 
against whom the case may proceed, as representing them all, 

49 Ulpiaitus (Disputations 2) A person was appointed heir 
for a particular share, and was ordered by the Praetor to bury the 
testator. Accordingly he sold a slave who had been given his 
liberty by the testament, and gave the purchaser the promise of 
twice the value [in case of recovery by superior title], after which, 
being sued in pursuance of his en^gement, he paid the money. 
The question is asked whether he can get back by an action 
familice ereiscundce the amount which he is out of pocket through 
his promise of twice the value. As to this, let us first consider 
whether he was bound to undertake to pay the double value. For 
my own part I should say that he was not bound ; the only persons 
who are bound to promise the double value are those who sell of 
their own accord ; but if the party selling^ is discharging a duty, 
he ought not to be constrained to make the promise, anymore than 
a person who sells where the Praetor appointed him to carry out 
a judgment ; even there the party is not in such a position that he 
is compellable to do everything which is required of those who seU 
at their own pleasure ; persons who undertake a duty and persons 
who sell voluntarily® are in very different positions. Consequently 
at the outset the party was not bound to make the promise for 
the double value, but it is for the Praetor to rule that the 
purchaser has a good right of action as such against the person 
who becomes heir, if the thing sold should be recovered by a third 
person. If however the heir has made the mistake and given the 

1 For diatrahmUs read distrahms. C£ M. 

® Bead auseipientes ei voluniale dUtrahentes for ausdpimtU et vduntatem 
distrahentii. (k. M. 
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undertaking, and, a^r tha!t, the slave acquires his liberty, an 
action may be brought on the stipulation, and, should it be 
brought, it is only fair that the heir who sold should have an wtUis 
actio allowed him against his co-heir, — the direct action fcmilicB 
erdsemdce being inapplicable, — so as ter prevent the heir from 
having to abide by the loss. The fact is that, for a man to be in 
a position to bring the action familice ereisenmdee, it is required 
not merely that he should be heir, but that he should be a pai’ty, 
either as plaintiff or defendant, in consequence of some matter 
constituting an act or default on his part subsequent to his 
becoming heir: otherwise the action familice erdscundee is not 
applicable. The consequence is that if a man should do any act in 
connexion with an inheritance before he knew that he was heir, 
there is no room for an action familiai ereisetmdee, because he 
clearly did not do it with intent to act as heir ; so that a man who 
has done anything before entry on the inheritance, for example, 
buried the testator, has no action familice erdscimdce ; but if he 
did it after entry, it follows that we must hold that he can by 
means of an action familwe erdscundee get back the expenditure 
which he made on the funeral. 

50 The same {Opinions 6) Where a father has furnished 
assistance to an emancipated son who is spending his time abroad 
with a view to study, if it should be shown that the father forwarded 
the supplies in question not by way of a loan, but moved thereto 
by natural feeling, justice will not allow them to be reckoned as 
included in the portion of the goods of the deceased [father] which 
come to the same son. 

51 Jtiliantjs {Digest 8) Land having been delivered to the 
father-in-law [of a bride] by way of dos, if such father-in-law 
should appoint bis son [the husband] heir with I’espect to any 
share in his inheritance, the land ought to be taken in advance 
{proedpi) in pursuance of an order of the a/rhiter in an action 
familice erdsemedee, so as to make the legal position of the son the 
same as^ it would have been, if the dos had been bequeathed to be 
taken in advance. Consequently produce realized after joinder of 
issue must go to him, allowance being made for outlay ; but that 
which is realized before joinder will belong to all the heirs equally. 

^ I venture to read qum for in qua, M. suggests qim futurus instead of in 
quafutura : the resulting English would, I suppose, be this “so that it {i.e.the 
land) will belong to the son subject to the same implications as those to which it 
would have been subject,” etc. On the whole the sense is the same. 
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Outlay again must be allowed for, as no case 6an occur which would 
stand in the way of an abatement on that score. 1. Should 
I desire to bring a petitio heii-editatis against, you, and y^ou to sue 
me in an action erdsemidce, we ought both to be gratified, 
on sufficient cause shown ; as, when I am in possession of the whole 
inheritance and admit that you are heir to the extent of half, but 
I wish to give up the common ownership, I ought to have an 
action familke erdsmndm allowed me, because there is no other 
way in which the inheritance can be divided between us. Again, 
if you have a sufficient reason for desiring to settle the matter by 
a petitio hereditatis, rather than an action fcmilice erdsewndce, 
then you must yourself be allowed to bring a petitio hereditcdis, as 
some things are embraced in that form of procedure which have no 
place in the other; suppose, for example, I am a debtor to the 
estate, you will not recover by an action familim ercismndoe my 
debt to the deceased, but, by 9 . petitio hereditatis, you will. 

62 The same {on TJrsmis Ferooa 2) Msevius, who appointed 
us heirs by his testament, had some properly in co-ownership with 
Attius ; supposing after that we ^ring an action communi 
dividv/ndo against Attius, and the .above property is vested in us 
by order of the judge, then, according to Proculus, it will be 
embraced in an action famUioe ereiscundoe [between us]. 1. A 
slave as to whom it is provided [by his owner’s testament] that he 
shall be free and heir is compellable by an action fcmUice ercisowndce 
to make good to his co-heirs any balance which he retains in his 
hands from accounts which he kept for the deceased owner. 2. An 
arbiter whom you and I took to be judge between us in an action 
fomiUce ereiscundoe wished to assign some things to me and others 
to you, and considei-ed that with reference to these things each 
party ought to be ordered to make a payment to the other ; but it 
was asked whether it was not open to him to set off one amount 
against the other and to make one order, confined to the party 
who owed the larger sum, simply to pay the amount of the 
excess. It was thereupon held that it was open to the arbiter 
to take this course. 3. In proceedings famUioe erdscmodce or 
eonmmd dividundo the valuation to be made is that of the whole 
of the assets, not of the different shares in the specific things. 

63 Ulpianhs {Responsa 2) A sum of money which was lent by 
an emancipated son, on the understanding that it should be repaid 
to his father, wiU, it was held, be reckoned part of the father’s 

13—2 
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inheritance only where the father had a good right of action against 
the son in respect of the same sum. 

54 NERATitrs (Memhrana 3) You and I being heirs in comrnon 
to Lucius Titius, I disposed of my share in' a piece of land forming 
part of the assets, and, after that, an action erctscAitidce 
was taken between us. Hereupon no account will be taken in 
the trial of the share which once was mine, seeing that, when it 
was disposed of, it ceased to be part of the inheritance, nor will 
any be taken of your share, because, however ti’ue it is that it is 
still held by its old title and is part of the inheritance, still, by the 
disposition made of my part, it is taken out of the common 
ownership. Whether one heir only forbears to dispose of his 
portion or more than one do the same is a matter of no importance, 
so long as there is some portion or other which is disposed of by 
one of the heirs, and consequently has ceased to be part of the 
inheritance. 

55 Ulplactcts {on the Edict 2) If an action /omiZice ereiscundce 

or eommimi dividundo is brought and the business of division is 
so difficult as apparently to be almost impossible, it is open to the 
judge to make the whole decree in favour of one person and to 
vest [in him] the whole of the assets. 

66 Paulus {on the Edict 23) Hot merely in an action finivm 

regwndorwm, but in one famUioe erdsctindce too, arrears of produce 
will be included along with present produce. 

67 Papiniartts {Bespoma 2) Even after an arbiter has been 

accepted, brothere who divide by agreement a common inheritance 
are discharging a duty enjoined by iamily affection, and the 
division' ought not to be given up, even if, when the hearing is 
ended, the arbiter should deliver no judgment ; provided there is 
no case for giving relief on the ground of immature age. 


^ Ins. divitionem after quam. M. 
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III. 

Partition of Common Property. 

1 Paulus {pn tlie Edict 23) The action eommuni dividundo 
(for partition of common property) is one that was required for the 
reason that the action pro soeio rather deals with personal renders 
and transfers on both sides than with the diyision of common 
property. Of course the action for partition cannot be brought 
where there is no property held in common. 

2 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) But it makes no difference 
whether it is with partnership or without partnership that property 
is held among sundzy persons in common, as the action comrmmi 
dividundo is applicable in both cases. Common property occurs 
with partnei’ship where, for example, the parties are persons who 
have jointly purchased the same thing ; it occurs without partner- 
ship where, say, they are persons to^whom the same thing was 
bequeathed by testament. 1. In respect of the three double actions, 
viz. familice erciscundce, eommuni* dividundo and finiwm regwnr 
dorvm, the question has been raised which party is to be regarded 
as plaintiff, as all parties seem to be in the same position ; however 
the view on the whole adopted is that the person that must be held 
to be the plaintiff is the one who challenged the others to legal 
proceedings. 

3 Ulpiantjs {on Sahinus 30) In an action eommuni dividu/ndo 

nothing is admitted save the question of the division of the actual 
things which are owned in common and that of any damage caused 
or done to any of these things or of any loss or expenditure being 
incurred by one of the co-owners or of anything coming to his hands 
out of the common property. 1. If the parties themselves have 
made any mutual agreement in good faith, the judge in the action 
femdioe erdsewndee or cortm/wni dividundo is bottnd to rhaintain 
it in the first place. 

4 The same {on the Edict 19) By means of this action 
a division is niade of corporeal things, these being such as persons 
are ovimers of;- it does not go on to give any partition of an 
inheritance. 1. The question has been raised whether there can 
be an action commtmi dividundo brought with reference to a well; 
to which Mela says that it can only be where the soil in which the 
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well is sunk is owned in common. 2. Tbe action is houa fde ; 
consequently, if some one thing should be left undivided, botli the 
partition of all the rest will be perfectly valid and further 
proceedings communi dividundo can be taken in respect of the 
thing which remained undivided. 3. As the partition of an actual 
thing may be made the subject of an action communi dividimdOy 
so also may renders and payments ; accordingly, where a co-owner 
has laid out money, he can recover [a portion of] it ; moreover, even 
if his action is not against an actual fellow-owner, but against the 
heir of a fellow-owner, Labeo holds very properly that both 
expense [incurred] and produce realized by the deceased are 
brought into account. No doubt produce realized before the 
property was owned in common and outlay made before the same 
date are not embraced by the action communi dividundo. 4. Ac- 
cordingly Julianus tells us that, if you and I get an order putting 
us into interim possession for damnum infectum, and, before the 
final order to take possession, I shore up the building, I cannot 
recover the cost of doing so by an action commvmi dividundo. 

5 JULIAKUS (09i Urseius Ferox 2) But if no defence was made 
and accordingly we have got a final order from the Prsetor for 
possession of the house and in pui*suance of it we have become 
owners, it is laid down by Proculus that by means of an action 
communi dividundo I can recover a part of the expense which I 
incurred. 

0 Ulpiaxus {on the Edict 19) If a man believes that he owns 
a piece of land in common with Titius, whereas he really owns it in 
common with someone else, and thereupon he takes produce from 
it or makes an outlay on it, proceedings can be taken by way of an 
utilis actio communi dividundo\ 1. Consequently, even if he^ 
should dispose of [his share in] the land, then, although thereupon 
an action communi dividundo would be inadmissible, because the 
ownership in common is broken up, still it is held that it is a case 
for an utilis actio, such an action being allowed in respect of 
[previous] payments, where [the property] has ceased to be owned 
in common. 2. But where a co-owner makes any profit out of the 
land owned in common, either by letting it or by cultivating it, he 
can be sued in an action eommwni dividundo, and, if he was acting 
on behalf of the co-owners in general, he ought not to make [the 
whole] gain or bear [the whole] loss, but, if he did not act on behalf 

^ See note at the end of this title. 

3 The text has Titius, but M. following Cujas, would omit this name, and so 
attribute the disposition to the other party. This seems necessary. 
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of the co-owners, but with a view to liis owrf exclusive gain, it is, 
on the whole, right that loss should fall on him. The reason why 
he has to account for his gains in an action eotiimuni dividundo is 
that it is recognized that he could not have found it an easy matter 
to let his own share. However an action communi dividmulo, as 
Papinianus himself tells us, will be in place only where he did no 
more than what was indispensable for properly managing his own 
share ; if he did more than that, he can bring an action for wgotla 
gesta and he is liable to a similar action himself. .3. If any outlay 
should be made after joinder of issue in an action communi 
dividundo, Nerva is very properly of opinion that this will be 
included as well. 4. We may add that Sabinus and Atilicinus lay 
it down that children of a female slave are included in like 
manner. 5. Moreover, the same authors held that the scope of 
this action lends itself to accessions or reductions. 6. If a man 
buries a body in common ground, a question to consider is 
whether he makes the ground “religious.” As to this, there 
is no doubt that each co-owner has the full right of burying in 
a place of sepulture, but one of the two by himself cannot make 
ordinary ground religious. But T^ebatius and Labeo, though 
they hold that the place is not made religious, are still of opinion 
that there is a right of action in factwm. 7. If you give an 
xmdertaking in respect of a house against damnum in/ectum for 
the full amount, Labeo says that you have no right of action 
Gommwni dividundo, because you were not obliged to give the 
undertaking for the full amount, but it was enough^ to give it for 
an amount proportional to your share ; and this view is correct. 
8. If you and I have a piece of land in common, but it {i.e. my 
share] is pledged by me for debt, it will be embraced by the action 
communi dividu/ndo, but the creditor’s right as pledgee will remain 
unaffected, even though the land should have been assigned by the 
Court, as, in fact, the security would be unaffected even if one 
co-owner had delivered his share to the other. But the an-hiter in 
the action conummi dimdvmdo is boimd, according to Julianus, to 
value the share at so much the less in consideration of the fact that 
the creditor is able to sell that particular subject-matter in 
pursuance of the agreement to that effect. 9. Julianus also tells 
us that if a man with whom I had a slave in common pledges his 
share to me and thereupon proceeds to bring an action commwni 
dividu/ndo, he could be banned by an esoeeptio of pledge ; should I 
however not raise this eoaceptio, it will then be the duty of the judge, 

1 Bead sufficeret for mfficere. 0£ M. 
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after assigning the undivided slave to the debtor, to order him to 
pay me the estimated value of my share, as my right as pledgee 
remains unaffected but if the judge assigns the slave to me, then 
he can only order me to pay a sum equal to the excess of the value 
of the property pledged over the money that I lent, and he must 
order that the debtor be discharged of his debt to me. 10. It is 
within the attributions of the judge that the order made should be 
one which vests the land in one party and a usufruct therein in the 
other. 11. The remaining points are the same as we have dealt 
with in connexion with the action familice erciscundoe, 12. Ac- 
cording to Urseius, where a neighbour has given the “notification 
against executing any works in respect of a building which two 
persons own in common, then, if an order is made on one of the 
co-owners in pursuance thereof, he can recover the damages paid 
from his fellow-owner to the extent of the share [of the latter] ; 
but Julianus observes quite correctly that this is true only wliere 
it was beneficial to the house that the thing should be done. 

7 The same {on the Edict 20) An action commimi dividundo 
will lie even in respect ofi land let on perpetual lease {ager 
vectigalis). Whether such lj,nd can be divided into distinct 
plots is a question to consider; but, on the whole, the judge 
ought to avoid making a division of that kind, otherwise the 
perpetual rent will get into confusion. 1. Neratius tells us 
that where the arbiter^ after dividing an estate not leased in 
perpetuity into [two] distinct plots, assigns them to two persons 
respectively, he can impose servitudes, just as if there were two 
separate estates. 2. Persons who are in a position to bring the 
Publician action in rem can equally take proceedings communi 
dimdwndo. 3. There are some cases in which, though^ there may 
be no right of action to recover property as owner, still, if there is 
good ground for holding possession, an vMi^ actio commvm 
(Mvidmado^ is open ; for example, suppose a case where property 
is in someone’s possession in pursuance of a payment made where 
none was due^. 4. The action is not available among mere 
plunderers, nor will it lie where persons are in possession on 

1 Ins. uH before mndicaHo, M. 

2 See note at the end of this title. 

^ This translates the text, but M., following Keller, would read debiti for 
indehiti. This would make it in pursuance of payment off of the money owed” \ 
the case supposed is that of a mortgagor who pays the mortgage debt without 
taking a reconveyance and remains in possession, the mortgage being of the old- 
fashioned kind hjfldiicia. Of. Gains, 2. 60. 
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preeariwm (on request,* at will) or by steal^i ; in the case first 
mentioned the possession is simply wrongful, in the case of 
precariwni it is legal, no doubt, but it is not substantial enough to 
give ground for an action, 5. Julianus tells us that if one possessor 
challenges a division, but the other alleges that the applicant is in 
possession by foi’ce, this action ought not to be allowed, in fact, not 
even after the lapse of a year, because the law is that even after the 
year an interdict will be granted against a person who turned 
another out by force. Even, he adds, where the allegation is that 
the party applying is in possession on precm-vum, this action is still 
out of place, because an interdict is equally allowed in a case of 
precarium. Again, if the applicant is alleged to be in possession 
by stealth, the proper rule, he says, is that the action cannot be 
brought, since the interdict, as he informs us, is obtainable where 
the possession is by stealth. 6. If there are two persons who have 
taken property in pledge as a security for a debt, it is, he holds, 
perfectly fair that they should be allowed an vtilis actio commwii 
dimdundo\ 7. Similarly, if there is a dispute between two persons 
with reference to a usufhict, the same action ought to be allowed. 
8. Again, where two persons are put ih possession by order of the 
Praetor to preserve legacies, the rule is the same ; there is a good 
ground of possession in regard of the custody to be exercised. 
Consequently, where there are two unborn children, the rule stiU 
holds, and this is reasonable. 9. No doubt, where a man who is 
put in possession on the ground of apprehended damage has already 
got a final order to possess, there will be no room for the wbiMa 
aetW- on his behalf, as he is in a position to bring a vindieatio 
(action to recover as owner). 10. Where an action commum 
dividundo is brought in respect of a usufruct, the office of the 
judge may be exercised in any one of the following ways : — he may 
allow the parties to exercise usufructs in distinct portions 
respectively, or he can let the usufruct [in the whole] to one of them, 
or he can let it to some third person, so as to enable the parties to 
draw the rents and have no further dispute, or, if the property is 
movable, he can do this, — he can make the parties come to an 
agreement and give mutual undertakings that they will enjoy the 
use and produce for limited periods, that is to say, that the usufruct 
is to go to the two alternately, each taking it for a specified time. 
11. The action is not atailable for agricultural tenants nor for 
persons who have taken property on deposit, though in both cases 
the parties have natural possession. 12. Where persons have taken 
^ See uote at the end of this title. 
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something in common as a pledge for debt, the diTision which 
ought to be made among them is one in which a share is not 
estimated at its real value, but only in respect of the amount of 
debt secured on that particular share, and_ the property pledged is 
assigned to one of the creditors, but the debtor is left at full liberty 
to tender the amount of his debt and so to redeem his pledge. The 
same principle is applied where the debtor brings an actio 
Xngneratitia^ (action to redeem) in rem, and the person who is in 
possession of the property offers to pay him the amount assessed- 
13. If a debtor has pledged his share in a plot of ground which he 
has in common with another, and his creditor, being called upon 
[to make a partition] either by the owner of the other share or by 
another creditor, viz. one of another debtor, outbids his rival [in 
an auction for the property pledged and so takes an assignment of 
the whole plot], after which the debtor of the man to whom the plot 
has been [so] assigned[, i.e. the debtor first mentioned,] desu'es to get 
back his share of the plot on payment of his own debt, it is held, 
in accordance with strict principle, that he will not get a hearing 
unless he is prepared to take in addition the share which his 
creditor bought under the assignment In fact, even if you sell 
a share in something, and, before you have delivered it to the 
purchaser, you are sued in an action conimmd dividundo, and an 
order is made vesting in you the other share [too], there is 
a corresponding rale, to the effect that there can be no action 
brought in pursuance of the purchase, unless the plaintiff is 
prepared to take the whole pi’operty, because the additional share 
came to the vendor through the first share ; and not only so, but 
the purchaser can be himself sued in pursuance of the sale to make 
him take the whole ; the only point to make sure of is whether there 
is any fraud in the case on the part of the vendor. On the other 
hand, if, after selling your share, you should yourself be outbidden, 
and [have to] resign [to your fellow-owner the share which you sold], 
you will be liable on a similar principle to an action by the 
purchaser to make you refund the purchase-money. The same rule 
applies to the case of mandatum and other actions arising under 
circumstances of this kind. 

8 PAULtrs (on the Edict 23) And if it is not the whole number 
of co-owners but only some of them in particular who wish to have 
a partition, this action may be had amongst them. 1. Should it be 
uncertain whether the lex Falcidia applies as between a legatee 


1 Read pigneratitia for pigneratitiam. Of M. 
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aud the heir, there can be an action commtmi dividwido, or 
a vindimtio is allowed for an unascertained share. The like is the 
case where there is a legacy of a because it is un- 

certain how far a debt to the owner reduces the contents of the 
peCiuHmm. 2. The action eommmii dividundo includes the case of 
a co-owner spoiling a piece of common property, as, for example, 
by wounding a slaye or corrupting his character, or by cutting 
down trees on the land. 3. If a man pays on behalf of a slave 
owned in common a larger sum by way of damages for the slave’s 
misfeasance [than he need have paid], a value will be set on the 
slave and he will get part of it [from his fellow-owner]. 4. Again, 
if one co-owner is sued de peaidio for the whole of a debt and 
judgment is given against him, he has an action communi 
dividwndo against his fellow-owner by which he can recover part 
of the peculium. 

9 Africantts (Q-nestiom 7) But where one co-owner has been 
ordered, in pursuance of an action de pe&idio brought in respect of 
a slave owned in common, to pay the whole debt, then, if things 
which are contained in the pecuMwm are lost in [such] co-owner’s 
hands, there will still be an utUis actio commtmi dividundo^ to 
recover part of the money paid ; because it would be an injustice 
if the whole matter operated to the loss of the man who sustained 
the action, considering that the risk, as to things contained in the 
peculium, ought to fall on both the owners. It wiU be remembered 
that where a man takes up the defence of a slave at his owner’s 
request, he will be indemnified as to all outlay he makes in good 
faith, although the peculium should afterwards be lost. This is on 
the assumption that no negligence occurs in the case on the side of 
either party ; as our authority held that, if the owner who is sued 
in the action de peculio is prepared to cede the contents of the 
peculium to the plaintiff, his application will be entertained on 
sufficient cause shown, provided, that is, he would cede without any 
fraudulent or vexatious intention. 

10 Patous {on the Edict 23) Moreover, although the action 
on the lex AqviHa is not available against the heir, nevertheless in 
the action under consideration the heir of a fellow-owner must 
make good any damage done by the deceased to the common 
property for which there is a good right of action created under the 
hx AquiMa. 1. Where a man has only an vms, a thing which 


^ See note at the end of this title. 
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cannot be either sold or let, let us consider how a partition can be 
made in an action communi dividundo. However, as to this, the 
Prsetor interposes and brings the matter into shape, the under- 
standing being that if the judge vests the actual usus in one, it will 
not be held that the other, who accepts a value, is not exercising 
mus^OTx the alleged ground that the one who is seen to be in actual 
enjoyment goes further than the other ; the fact being that that 
state of things is a necessity of the case. 2. In an action commmii 
dividundo the judge is bound to value the property at its true 
worth, and security will have to be given against recovery in virtue 
of superior title. 

11 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 7) We must remember 
generally that if, after the destruction of the common property, 
a party who has a right to receive something on the ground of 
common ownership wishes to bring an action in pursuance thereof, 
he is allowed an utilis actio communi dividundo^. Suppose, for 
example, the plaintiff went to some expense on the common 
property, or his fellow-owner got the whole benefit of something 
derived from the property, snch as the services of a slave or money 
paid for his hire, there is an acpount taken in this action of every 
such case. 

12 Ulpiaxtjs {on the Edict 71) If there is a house owned in 

common or a common wall and it is necessary to repair the wall or 
to pull it down or to let something into it, the proper course will 
be to bring an action communi dividundo, or proceedings can be 
taken by way of an interdict %iti possidetis. 

13 The same {on the Edict 75) An action communi dividundo 

includes everything, save where anything is expressly excepted by 
common agreement in order to prevent it from being included. 

14 PaxtItts {(m Plautius 3) This action includes whatever 

has been done on the common behalf or ought to have been 
done by a man who knew that he had a fellow-owner. 1. With 
regard however to any outlay which I made under the impres- 
sion that the land was all my own, and the amount of which, 
in short, in case a viTidicatio were brought to recover a share in 
the land, I should be in a position to retain by raising an ex- 
ceptio of dolus, it is a matter for consideration whether, if I am 
sued in an action commum dividundo, I cannot still retain it 
ih virtue of the equitable character of the action itself. On 

^ See note at the end of this title. 
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the -whole, I should say that I can? because the action ecnn- 
rmmi dividmido is a honafde action ; but this is only so where 
it is against me that proceedings are taken. Should I, on the 
other hand, dispose of my share, there will ’be nothing out of 
which I can retain the* amount Let us see however whether 
the purchaser from me has not the right to retain it; there 
is no doubt that, if a vitidicatio were brought to recover a 
share from him, he would be in a position to exercise a right 
of retention on the ground of the outlay made by me, just as 
I should myself, and the better opinion is that in this case too 
the outlay can be retained; and, this being so, it is very 
properly held further that / ought to he allowed an utilis actio 
against my fellow-owmr on the grownd of outlay, even if the 
eom/mon ownership still continues^. It is a different thing 
where I spend money on property, treating it as my own, when it 
is really another’s, or is common to me and another ; in such a case 
as that, where I spend money on a thing as if it were my o-wn, 
I have only a right of retention, because it was not my desire 
to impose an obligation upon anyone. But where I believe a thing 
to belong to Titius which really belongs to Msevius, or to be o-wned 
by me in common with someone wjio is not my real fellow-owner, 
my object is to put another person under an obligation towards me, 
and, just as an action on negotia gesta is allowed me against a party 
on whose behalf I acted as a voluntary agent under the impression 
that I was acting on behalf of someone else, so too is it in the 
case which we are considering. Consequently, even if I convey 
away the plot of land to another, still, as the state of things 
was such that I could claim to have an action allowed me, I ought, 
as Julianus himself says, to be allowed one on negotia gesta. 
2. Should the parties agree that no partition at aU shall be made, 
it is perfectly clear that such an agreement has no force, but 
should it be that none shall be made within a specified time, and 
this tends to improve the character of the property itself, it 
is a valid agreement. 3. If it should be agreed by co-owners that 


1 The clause in italics has given some trouble. Mommsen in a note offers a 
version which, as it appears to be meant for an emendation, I proceed to give in 
English. “ It is very properly held further that in that case ” (that is, as M. adds, 
where tbe party knows that he has a fellow-owner, but does not know who he is, 
as in 14 pr.) “I ought to be allowed au vtUis Ofstio against my fellow-ownor on 
the ground of outlay, even if the conpnon ownership should net continue” The 
English words in italics represent M.’s insertions, bui^ in reading “not,” he 
follows Oujas. 
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the co-ownership should not be broken up within a specified time, 
there is no doubt that one who is bound by such an agreement is 
free to seU ; accordingly even a purchaser ft’om him who should 
bring an action cohimuni dividundo will be barred by the same 
exceptio by which his vendor would have been barred. 4. If 
a co-owner agrees not to sue for his share, this practically puts an 
end to the co-ownership. 

16 The same {<m. Plautim 5) If a co-owner is sued in respect 
of a slave who is owned in common, and judgment is given against 
him, he will have a good right of action cmnmuni dividundo even 
before he complies with the judgment, as, if proceedings are taken 
against one co-owner by way of noxal action, he can at once 
sue his fellow-owner to have the [defendant’s] share delivered to 
him, giving an undertaking at the same time that, if he does 
not hand over the slave, he will give the share back. 

16 The same {on Plautim 6) Where co-owners break up 
{dividunt) the co-ownership, the practice is to give undertakings 
with regard to any debt whjph should be owing on a condition. 

17 Modestihhs {Rules 9) Where a man is one of several 

co-heirs, if he purchases from a creditor of his testator a plot of 
land which the testator had given such creditor by way of pledge, 
he is not liable to be sued in an action cormvuni dividundo by his 
co-heirs. 

18 Javolenxjs {Epistles 2) The arbiter cannot order that land 

which is part of the estate of a deceased person should be subject 
to a servitude attached to land which is not part of the estate ; as 
the powers of the judge cannot extend beyond the matter which is 
the subject of the trial. 

19 PauIiTTS'.' {on Sdbmus 6) A tree which grows on a 
boundary and similarly a stone which lies over two plots, as 
long as they adhere to the land, belong to the respective 
owners so far as they are vertically over their territories, and 
they are not included in the action communi dividundo ; but 
as soon as the stone is taken up or the tree is rooted up or 
cut down, it becomes common property in undivided shares, and 
it will be included in the action communi dividundo ; in short, 
what was a thing of distinct portions now becomes indiscriminate. 
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On the same principle, where two ‘masses* of stuff, belonging 
to two respective ow'uers, are fused together, the whole mass 
is common property, even though some portion of the stuff, as 
it was originally, should remain unmixed with the rest ; and 
so too, when a tree or a stone is detached from the soil, the 
proprietaiy rights over it are no longer distinct. 1. An arhiter 
for the purpose of partition ought not to be appointed in 
the case of a common entrance court {vestilmlum) to two houses 
against the will of either owner, because, where a man is com- 
pelled to bid for such a court, he may sometimes have to offer a 
price for the whole house, if he has no other means of approach. 
2. If two persons have a right of way over the same spot, and one 
has made an outlay on the road, it is ratiier a hard saying of 
Pomponius that there can be an action cmnmuni divid/undo or pro 
sodo ; how is it, in fact, possible to recognize such a thing as 
co-ownership in an easement which each uses separately^? The 
proper action is rather that on negotia gesta. 3. The judge in 
the action eonmmii dividundo, as also /amiZice erciscumdm, in the 
case of a slave who has taken to flight, ought to call upon the 
persons who are parties in the case b^ore him to bid, and then he 
should make an order vesting the ^lave in the person® who made 
the last offer; and there will be no danger lest the penalty 
laid down by the lex Fahia should be incurred in pursuance of the 
decree of the Senate. 4. A watercourse, according to Labeo, is 
not included in the action communi dividundo : either it is 
attached to the plot of land itself, and consequently does not 
come in question in the action, or else it is separated from the plot, 
but is divided in respect of amount or times of user. However, 
servitudes may sometimes be separated from the plot and yet not 
divided in respect of amount or times, for example where the 
person to whom they belonged left several heirs ; and, when this 
occurs, it is consistent therewith that they too should be taken 
account of in an action familioe erdsmndce ; to which Pomponius 
adds that he does not see why they should not be as much 
included in a case of commmd dividundo as in one of fomilice 
ereiscmidoB. Accordingly, in cases of this kind, it comes to pass, 
even in an action communi dividwido, that the servitudes are 
divided in respect of amount or times of user. 


* emmmmdo ywrii separcUAm. I read teparati'. of. M. 
^ Insert ei after mm. H. 
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) PoMPONius {ofi ^abimiA 13) If a man with whom you have 
a plot of land in common fails to answer £o a charge of tort\ and 
thereupon, by the action of the judge, the house is demolished 
or the plantations <?ut down, the damage can be made good to you 
by an action eommuni dividundo, as that action embraces every 
loss incurred by the fault of a co-ovTier. 

L Ulpianus (on Sabinm 30) It is a good principle that the 
judge in a question of dividing plots of land should be gixided by 
consideration of what is most beneficial to all who are concerned or 
what the parties prefer. 

2 PoMPONiXTS (on Sabinm 33) If I build a wall on behalf of 

my neighbour and myself, either on the understanding that I can 
recover the expense from him in proportion to his share, or by way 
of making him a present, the wall will be common property. 

3 Ulpla-NUS (on the Edict 32) If you and your fellow-owner 

agree that you may take the produce in alternate years, and 
your fellow-owner refuses to allow you to take that which 
appertains to your year, it is worth considering whether your 
proper action is eao conducto (on a contract of hiring) or eommuni 
dividundo. This question arises equally where a co-owner who 
agreed that he should enjoy the produce of every second year tunis 
in his cattle and so causes the crop for the next year to be spoilt 
which his fellow-owner ought to get. I should say on the whole 
myself that the action eommuni dividundo applies rather than the 
action ex eondueto, — how can there, in fact, be a contract of letting 
if there is no rent in the case ? — or, at any rate, that there ought to 
be a civil action allowed for unliquidated damages. 

54 Jtjliaxtjs (Digest 8) If a slave owned by two persons 
makes any acquisition through the property of one of the co- 
owners, what is acquired will still be owned in common ; but the 
one on whose property the acquisition is founded can get the 
amount by means of an action commwni dividundo, because it is in 
keeping with the principles of good faith that every one should 
have a claim in advance to any acquisition which a slave makes 
through his property. 1. I am on the point of bringing an action 
eommuni dividwndo, when you dispose of your share to Titius, in 
order to change the conditions of the trial; upon this you 

1 Some would read ddeetvm, call to military service : contra Florentine MS 
and Basilica, in which the word is talren to be ddictum. 
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are liable to a Prsetoijan action at* my hands, on the ground 
that you took measures to prevent an action communi dividundo 
being brought against you. 

26 The same {Digest Stichus, a slave owned by you and me 

in common, has an underslave Pamphilus who is worth ten aurei, 
and an action de pemlio is brought against me in which I suffer 
judgment and pay ten ; in this case, though Pamphilus should 
afterwards die, still, if I sue you in an action ewnmuni divid/undo or 
pro socio, you will have to pay me^ five, because I have freed you 
from that amount of debt. Much more should I recover this sum, 
if Stichus, after the death of Pamphilus, had got another under- 
slave. 

26 Aleenus Vakus {Digest 2) A slave owned in common, 
being in the hands of one of the co-owners, broke his leg in 
the course of some work he was doing ; the question was asked 
what sort of action the other owner had against the person 
in whose employment the slave had been. My answer was : — if the 
common property was in any respect injured by the negligence 
of the owner last mentioned rather than by chance, damages can 
be recovered through the arbiter by*an action commmi diridwtido 

27 Paxjlus {Epitomes of Alfenus's Digest 3) A single co-owner 
is not at liberty in law to examine by torture a slave owned 
in common, except in reference to some matter in which all the 
co-owners are concerned. 

28 PAPiNiAinTS {Questions 7) Sabinus declares that no co- 
owner can legally make any structure on common property against 
the will of the other. It is plain from this that the other has a right 
to stop him ; where parties are on the same footing, the position of 
the one who objects is unquestionably superior. StiU, although 
where the property is common, one co-owner may be prevented by 
another from constructing anything, he cannot be compelled to take 
down anything which he has once set up, supposing the other omitted 
to stop him when he was able to do so ; consequently the mischief 
can be made good [only] by an action communi dimohmdo. If 
however the party [who could have objected] consented to the 
other man’s act, he cannot bring an action, even for positive 
damage. On the other hand, if the man erected something to the 
iiyury of his co-owner while the latter was absent, he can even be 
compelled to take down what he set up. 

> For miUa read miM. Bas. : cf. M. 


M. J. II. 


U 
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29 PAtJLTJS {Questions 2) * If a man who is co-owner of a plot 
of gi-ound in common with Titius lays out money upon it under the 
impression that he. is co-owner with Maevius, it is said, very 
correctly, that the simple action eommuni dividundo is all that he 
requires ; — ^this in fact holds where I know that the land is owned in 
common, but do not know in common with whom ; — as the feet is 
that I am not volunteering to act on behalf of a fellow-owner but 
am looking after my own property, and the action depends rather 
on the subject-matter on which the money is laid out than on the 
person of the co-owner. It may be added here that this is the 
action to which, in our opinion, a ward will be liable, if the object 
is to get him to make good some outlay, by application in that 
behalf to the judge. A man is in a different position where 
he thinks he is spending money on his own property, when 
the property is really owned in common ; in that case he has 
no right to the action cmnmuni dividwido, nor will an utilis actio 
be allowed him either ; of course a man who knows property to be 
owned in common or to belong to another^ acts with the intention 
of subjecting someone else to an obligation, and is mistaken about 
the person. 1. Pomponiusftells us that any one of the co-owners 
can call for a judge ; but that, even where one of the co-owners 
takes no step, an action commmii dtvidu/udo may very properly be 
brought against him. 

30 SciEVoiiA. {Responsa 1) An action eommmd dividundo can 
be properly brought both where neither of the parties is in 
possession of the estate and where one party is out of possession. 

31 PAULtrs {fiespmvsa 16) Where two slaves had by order 
of the Prsetor been reserved out of an inheritance to wait 
upon each of so many wards, children of the deceased, it was held 
that no division of property was made, but the slaves remained 
common to aU^ 

^ For cHima read alimam. M. 

2 Note, I have written utilis actio where the original is utile judicium \ tlie 
word judicium is in ^et always used of the proceeding under discussion in this 
title. Both expressions are untranslatable, but I have treated the word a>cUo^ 
in an English sentence, as beaiing a somewhat more general rather than an 
opposed sense. 
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IV. 

Action tor Production.* 

1 [Ilpianus {on the Edict 24) This is an absolutely necessary 
action and recourse is had to its agency every day ; it was 
introduced chiefly with a view to aid proceedings for recovery 
of property {vindicatioms). 

2 Paulus {on tlhc Edict 21) To produce {exhibere) is to put 
a things at a person’s command in a public place, so as to enable 
him to have ample facility for bringing a matter to a trial. 

Z Ulpianus {on the Edict 24) In this action the plaintiflF 
is bound to know and to mention all the evidence identifying 
the thing which is the subject of the application. 1. A man who 
brings an action for production does not, as a matter of course, 
allege that he is owner, and need not prove ownership, as there are 
many difierent grounds on which the action may be brought. 
2. A further observation to be made as to the action is that, with 
a contumacious defendant, an order may be made upon him 
founded on the plaintiff’s oath as to the matter in issue, the 
amount being determined by the judge. 3. This action is 
personal, and the right to bring it is given to anyone who intends 
to bring an action in rem, no matter what the nature of that 
action may be, e.g. the Servian action on a pledge, or the 
hypothecarian action, these being open to creditors. 4. According 
to Pomponius, where a man intends to sue for a usufruct he has 
a good right of action ad exhibendtmi. 5. We may add that, 
if he asks to have a thing produced with a view to moving for an 
interdict, his application will be entertained. 6. Again, if I wish 
to choose a slave or any other piece of property out of a number 
in pursuance of a bequest giving me the option, there is no doubt 
that I can have an action ad exhibendum, so that, when the things 
are produced, I can bring a vindicaMo. 7. If a man wishes 
to take proceedings by way of noxal action, he requires an action 
ad exhibmdma ; indeed, what is to be said, if the owner of the 
slave wishes to defend the action, but the plaintiff cannot fiix on 
the man unless they are all there, either because he does not 
recollect the particular slave, or he has not got his name? Is 
it not the fairest plan that the whole number should be produced 


After /aeere ins. ret. M. 
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before him, so that^ he may recognize ..the guilty individual ? 
Accordingly, this must be ordered, on due cause shown, so that the 
particular man in respect of whom the noxal action is being 
brought may be pointed out, a view of the slaves being had for the 
purpose. 8. If anyone other than the heir desires that the 
actual testament, or the codicils, or anything else connected with a 
testament should be produced, the rule to lay down is that 
proceedings ought not to be taken by way of the action under con- 
sideration, as the party needs no more than the interdicts which 
are available for the above purpose ; this we find in Pomponius. 
9. It must be understood however that the action ad exhihendvm 
is open not only to the persons above mentioned, but equally so to 
anyone who has an interest in the production being made; 
accordingly the judge ought to decide on a general view of the 
facts whether the party applying has an interest, not whether 
the thing is his property, and thereupon either order production or 
else decline to make the order because the applicant has no 
interest. 10. Julianus goes further ; even, he says, if I have 
no right to sue to recover a thing as owner, I may have an 
immediate right to productiftn because I have an interest in such 
production being made ; suppese, for instance, a bequest is made 
to me of a slave to be chosen by Titius, this is a case where 
I should have a good right of action ad exMbmdum, because 
I have an interest in production being made in order that Titius 
may choose and I may thereupon have my action to recover, 
although I have no right myself to choose a slave who is produced.. 
11. If an action ad exhihmidnim is brought against me, I have no 
light to bring a similar action on the mere ground that I have been 
sued in the action in question ; though it should be held that I 
have an interest in virtue of the fact that I am liable to have to 
hand over the slave. But this is not a sufBcient ground ; other- 
wise, even where a man fraudulently contrived to be out of 
possession, he might bring an action ad exhibeticlmn, though he 
should not mean to bring a vindiccMo or to apply for an interdict ; 
indeed a thief or a robber might do the same thing ; but this is far 
from being the case. Accordingly, there is a sound discrimination 
in the rule laid down by ITeratius, that the judge in a case of 
production must carry his enqrdiy so far as to ascertain whether- 
the party has a lawful and reasonable ground of action on the 
strength of which he asks to have production made. 12. Pom- 
ponius tells us that a number of different persons may very well 
have an action for production in respect of the same slave : suppose,. 
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for example, some slave-should be the j^ropertj^ of the first applicant, 
the second should have a usufruct in him, the thii-d should maintain 
that he is in his possession and the fourth should declare that 
he was pledged to him as security for debt ; in such a case all have 
good rights of action for production, because all are interested in 
the slave being produced. 13. The same writer proceeds to 
say that the judge, in pursuance of the judicial power with which 
he is entrusted through this action, is further bound to weigh any 
exceptio raised by the party in possession, and, if any one that is 
offered should be so clear as to be a plain bar to the plaintiff, that 
the party in possession should be dismissed firom the action ; 
but should it be somewhat doubtful or involve a larger question, 
the point must be reserved for the actual trial, production of the 
thing being in the meantime ordered: there are some pleas 
however which the a/rbiter who is judge in the action for production 
ought to deal with himself without more; for example, one 
founded on subsequent agreement, on malicious contrivance, on 
an oath, on a previous decision. 14. In some cases the justice of 
the claim for production is such that although a party cannot 
have any action ad exhib&ivdum, an albtion is nevertheless allowed 
in factum. This point is discussed*by Julianus. A slave, he says, 
who belonged to my wife kept my accounts, these accounts are in 
your possession and I desire to have them produced. According to 
Julianus, if the accounts are written on my paper, the action will 
lie, because then I have a right to proceed to recover them ; 
if I own the paper, I must needs own what is written upon it ; but, 
if the paper is not mine, then, inasmuch as I cannot sue to recover 
the paper, I cannot take proceedings for production either ; 
consequently I have a good right of action in factum. 15. It 
should be borne in mind that in these proceedings the action may 
be brought not merely against a man who has civil possession, but 
equally well against one who occupies by way of natuinl possession. 
Lastly it is held that a creditor who has taken property by way of 
pledge for debt is compellable to make production : 

4 PoMPONiXTS {on Sabinus 6) in feet, the action can be 
brought even where a thing is deposited with a man, or lent him 
or let to him. 

5 Ui/PIAOTS (on the Edict 24) Celsus has the following: 
if a man, after contracting to carry away goods, deposited them in 
a warehouse, an action for production can be brought against the 
party who so contracted ; if he is dead, but has left an heir, it can 
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be brought against the heir, but, if there is no heir, it must be 
brought against the warehouseman ; for (, Celsus proceeds to say,) 
if the goods are possessed by no one [else], then it is a plain fact 
that either the warehouseman possesses them or else, at any rate, 
he is the pereon who is able to produce 'them. The same writer 
asks : — how can a man, however, be said to possess goods which he 
contracted to carry? is it because he has a lien on them? The 
whole case shows that the mere fact that a man has it in his power 
to produce goods makes him liable to an action to produce them. 
1. Julianus however tells us that on this principle a man is liable 
to an action to produce when he is in possession in order to 
preserve property or legacies, and equally so when he has some- 
thing in his hands in virtue of a usufruct, though in this case too 
he certainly does not possess. Here Julianus asks the question 
what the production amounts to which these persons are re- 
spectively bound to make ; to which he says that the former must 
make it in such wise that the plaintiff wiU have the possession, but 
the party against whom the action is brought will be in possession 
for the purpose of preserving the property ; whilst the person who 
has the usufruct should mak-s it so that the plaintiff should possess 
the property, but the party against whom the action is brought 
should use and enjoy. 2. Again, Julianus tells us that a purchaser 
who fells to give back loose timber and minerals {ruta ccesa) 
is liable to an action to produce, the damages being measured 
by my (i.e. the applicant’s) oath as to the value at stake ; but he 
immediately goes on to say “ if the purchaser possesses or has used 
fraudulent means to avoid possessing.” 3. Celsus says further that 
if you have heaped up dung on vacant ground of mine, you can by 
an action for production get an order to allow you to take it away, 
on condition however that you take away the whole ; but you 
cannot get it on any other terms. 4. Again, if a boat should be 
carried by the force of a stream on to the field of a stranger, then, 
so Neratius tells us, the stranger can be sued for production. 
Hereupon Neratius asks the question whether the plaintiff must 
give the owner of the field an undertaking in respect of future 
damage only or of past damage as well, and he says it ought 
to be given for past damage as well. 5. Again, if, on a 
building falling down, something is thrown on your ground or into 
your hotise, you wOl be compellable to produce it, though you do 
not possess it. 6. Moreover, where the party has not got it in his 
power to hand a thing over, then, though he should possess it, still 
^e will not be liable to an action for production ; suppose, for 
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example, a slave should have takeji to fli^t ; no doubt his 
liability will go as far as this, but no further,* that he must give an 
undertaking to produce the slave, if he should ever come to be in 
his power. Even if your slave has not taken to flight, but you have 
given him leave to live where he likes, or you have sent him 
on a journey, or he is employed on your estates, you will only 
be compellable to give the undertaking. 

0 Paulus {on Sabinus 14) A jewel which is inserted in the 
gold of a different owner or a statuette attached to another 
person’s candlestick cannot be claimed in an action on the ground 
of ownership, but an action for production can be brought to have 
them detached. The case of material built into a house is different, 
as to this, there is not even a right of action for production, because 
the Twelve Tables forbid the material being detached, but, by the 
same statute, there can be an action brought de tigno jwneto (for 
the act of aflSxing material) for double the amount. 

7 Ulpiancs {mt the Edict 24) By the word tiynum is under- 
stood in the Twelve Tables every kind of material, as some hold, 
and this opinion is correct. 1. But jf you affix ,my wheel to your 
carriage, you will be compellable j;o produce it, (and this we are 
told by Pomponius,) even though in that case you should not in 
strict law possess it. 2. The same holds where you attach my 
plank to your chest or to your ship, so as to make it part thereof) 
or attach my handle to your bowl, or my inlaid work to your cup, 
or work my purple into your garment, or join to your statue an 
arm which belongs to me. 3. Again, a municipal body {municipes) 
can be sued for production, as it is in its power to hand the tiling 
over ; it is recognized law that it can possess and can acquire by 
user. The same rule must equally be applied to guilds {coUegia) 
and other corporate bodies. 4. If the defendant does not possess 
at the time of joinder of issue, but comes to possess subsequently 
before the decision, it is held that the proper rule is that judgment 
should be given against him, unless he hands over the property. 

5. Should the defendant possess at the time of joinder of issue 
and afterwards cease to possess, but without fraudulent intent on 
his part, the action ought to be dismissed ; although, as Pomponius 
remarks, he is to some extent chargeable for not handing the thing 
over at once instead of allowing issue to be joined agamst him. 

6. The same writer says that where a defendant possesses at the 
time of joinder of issue, but subsequently ceases to possess, and 
then comes into possession once more, whether it be in virtue of 
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his old title or a one, the order ought to be made on him, 
unless he hands the thing over. 7. In the same place Pomponius 
adds reasonably enough that the person who sues for production 
ought to have an interest at both times in the property being 
handed over to him, that is, both when issue is joined and when 
the order is made ; and Labeo takes the same view. 

8 JuLiAims {Digest 9) Where an action for production is 
brought against a man who neither possesses nor has used fraudu- 
lent means to avoid possessing, after which he dies and his heir 
possesses the property, the heir can be compelled to produce it. 
We know that if I sue to recover a plot of land or a slave and the 
heir of the defendant comes into possession of the property in 
virtue of his predecessor’s title, he will be compelled to hand 
it over. 

9 Ulpiahtus {on the Edict 24) Julianus has this : — if a man 
should kill a slave who was in his possession or should transfer the 
possession to someone else, or should spoil property to such an 
extent that it could not be kept, he will be liable to the action for 
production, because he used^^malicious means to avoid possessing. 
On the same principle, if he should spill or destroy wine or any- 
thing else, he will be liable to the action for production. 1. Mast 
feiUs from your tree on my ground and I turn on my cattle and let 
them feed upon the mast ; to what action am I liable ? Pomponius 
says that there is a good right of action for production against me 
if I turned the cattle on maliciously for them to eat the mast ; as, 
in fact, even if the mast were still there, and P refused to let you^ 
take it, P should be liable to the action, just as if P were to 
prevent someone^ from taking away materials belonging to him 
which had been laid on my ground ; and Pomponius’s opinion 
meets with general approval, whether the mast is still on the 
ground or has been consumed. We may add that, if it is there 
still, I [being owner of the tree] can have an interdict de 
glcmde legenda (for gathering mast), so as to enable me to 
collect the mast every third day, giving the undertaking against 
any damage to ensue, 2. Where a man has caused the property 
to come to the hands of another he may be held to have taken 
fraudulent means to avoid possessing, provided, that is, he really 
acted with craft. 3. Where a man produces the property in 
a worse condition than it was in before, he still remains liable to 

* In text “you.'’ ^ In text “me.” ® In text “someone,” ^ In text “me.” 
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the action for productiop, according to'Sabinue.* This is, no doubt, 
true where the thing is transformed maliciously into a different 
kind of object, for instance, where a bowl is reduced to a rude 
mass of metal ; here, even if the defendant produces the mass, he 
is liable to the action for production, as, by changing the form of 
the thing, he almost destroys the actual substance. 4 Marcellus 
has the following : — ten pieces of money are bequeathed to you on 
a condition, and the usufruct of [the same] ten to me in absolute 
terms ; whereupon the heir, while the condition is still pending, 
pays me, the usufructuary, the aforesaid ten pieces, without calling 
upon me to give the [regular] undertaking ; in this case the heir 
is liable to an action for production, on the ground that he took 
fraudulent means to avoid possessing, the ftuud consisting in the 
fact that he omitted to call for the undertaking on the part of the 
usufructuary, with the result that your legacy was lost, as you 
were no longer able to bring a 'midieaiio for the pieces of money. 
Of course the action for production will only lie in case the con- 
dition of the legacy comes to pass. You might however have 
taken measures to protect yourself by stipulating for payment of 
the legacies, and, if you have done that, you will not require the 
action for production. But if the Jieir failed to make the usu- 
fructuary give the undertaking, because he did not know of your 
legacy, then, according to Marcellus, the action for production 
cannot be brought, on the gi'ound that there was no fraud on the 
part of the heir ; but the legatee will, he says, get relief by an 
action in faatum against the usufructuary. 5. To produce, as fer 
as the action for production is concerned, is to present a thing in 
the same legal plight as it was in when issue was joined, so that 
the party, having full access to the thing, can proceed with the 
action^ which he desired to bring, vMJumt his case^ being made at 
all the worse after he brought it to a/n issue, although the object of 
the action was not to have the thing handed over, but to have it 
produced. 6. Accordingly, if, when the defendant produces the 
thing, it has become his property by user since joinder of issue, he 
cannot be held to have produced it at all, as the plaintiff has made 
nothing of his action, consequently the defendant cannot be dis- 
charged, unless he is prepared to meet the demand as referred 
back to the original day, mesne profits to be thereupon valued 

1 Kead Mtionm, for aetiom and oama postquam for cam guam. 0£ M. The 
text translated by the words in italics is “m mMo casu qwem. infendit Icesa,” 
which is plainly corrupt The general sense is clear, but the words in which it 
was expressed cannot be recovered. 
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according to the statute. 7» As however in this action the plaintiff 
gets the benefit of legal accessions, Sabinns held that the child of 
a female slave should be handed , over too, and that, whether the 
mother had been mth child at the time [of joinder of issue] or 
had conceived afterwards ; and with this* view Pomponius agrees. 
8. Besides this, the judge ought in his estimate to t^e account of 
any dependent advantage that may have been lost owing to the 
thing not being produced or being produced too late ; accordingly 
Neratius holds that the subject-matter of the valuation is the use 
which the thing would have been of to the plaintiff, not its actual 
value, and that use, he adds, will sometimes be of less value than 
that which the thing itself bears. 

10 Paulus {on the, Edict 26) Where a person has been given 

a right of option to be exercised by a given day, and the trial has 
dragged on for so long a time that production is of no use, the 
plaintiff’s interest must not be lost sight of but, if it was not the 
heir’s fault that he did not produce the thing at the time when 
he joined issue, he must be dismissed from the action. 

11 XJlpia3SiUS {on the Ediat 11) We may add that if, owing to 
a slave not being produced, -^an inheritance should be lost, it is 
thoroughly fair that, in exercise of the judge’s powers, the injury 
so done {damnvm hereditaiis) should be taken into account in 
assessing damages. 1. We may next consider in what place the 
production should be made and at whose expense. According to 
Labeo it ought to be the place where the property was when issue 
was joined, but the property should be brought or conducted to 
the place where the proceedings were had, at the risk and expense 
of the plaintiff. A slave must, he says, no doubt be provided with 
food and clothing and taken care of by the person who possesses 
him. My own opinion however is that in some cases the plaintiff 
ought to undertake this too, as, for instance, where the slave 
usually maintained himself by means of his services or by a handi- 
craft, but is at present compelled to be idle. Similarly if the slave 

■ is lodged with the officers of the Court {a/pvd offiehm) with a view 
to his production, the person who applied for production will have 
to answer for his board, assuming that the one who possessed him 
was not in the habit of finding him food, but, if he was, then, as he 

^ utilitas petitoris consermtur* These words are no donbt corrupt. The 
real text must have told the reader that the plaintiff would get damages corre- 
sponding to the loss he suffered, and M. accordingly suggests a reading which 
would convey that meaning. 
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finds him food, he may.as well make do diffioolty about paying for 
his board. In some cases the party in possession is bound to 
make production on the spot at his own expense ; for example, it 
may be a case where he had deliberately put things away in some 
secret place so as to iliake it aU the more troublesome for the 
plaintiiF to procure production ; in such a case as this he will be 
bound to produce at his own risk and expense at the place where 
the proceedings are had, so that he may derive no benefit from his 
own underhand dealing. 2. IVhere a man is sued in respect of a 
number of different things, and, at the time of joinder of issue, he 
was in possession of all of them, then, even if he should sub- 
secjueutly, Mdthout any fraudulent contrivance, cease to possess 
some of them, judgment must be given against him, unless he 
produces all that he can. 

12 Paulus {oh tlt£ Edict 26) This action may well lie where 
the object is to procure the production of a man whom the plaintiff 
desires to have judicially declared free {in lihertatem, vindieare). 
1. A sou under potestas is liable to this action, so long as he has it 
in his power to produce the thing. ,2. If a man brings several 
actions for production [of the sanie thing], then, where a later 
action is brought on the same ground as an earlier one, according 
to Julianus, there will be a good exceptio ; but where a man brings 
a vindieatio, and, after joinder of issue, he takes a transfer of the 
things from some person, this constitutes a fi-esh ground of action, 
and consequently the exceptio is no bar. A similar rule holds 
where a man intends to sue for theft and, with a view thereto, 
applies for production, and the property is stolen again. Lastly, if 
a man applies for production for the purpose of exercising an 
option, and, after joinder of issue, an option is given him by the 
testament of some other person, he can have another action for 
production. 3. If a man makes must from my grapes or oil from 
my olives or garments from my wool, knowing that these materials 
are the property of another, he will be liable to an action for pro- 
duction in respect of both [the things used and the resulting 
product], as the sound view is that whatever is made out of a 
person’s property belongs to that person. 4. If, after joinder of 
issue, the slave dies, though it should be without any malice or 
negligence on the part of the possessor, still he must sometimes be 
ordered to pay a sum of money equivalent to the advantage which 
it would have been to the plaintiff that nothing should be done by 

^ ilead rem after or for earn, .0£ M. 
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the defendant to prevent the slave being produced at the time 
when issue was joined ; especially if it should appear that he died 
owing to some circumstance which would not have taken place if 
he had been then produced. 5. If, on some reasonable ground, it 
is impossible for the property to be produced at once, the defendant 
will have, on the judge’s command, to give an undertaking that he 
will produce on a day named. 6. The heir is able to make use of 
the action in question not as heir but on his own personal account ; 
and similarly the heir of the possessor is liable on his own personal 
account ; consequently it is beside the question to inquire whether 
the right of action is allowed to the heir or against the heir. It is 
true that, in the case of malice on the defendant’s part, the action 
must be allowed against the heir [as such], in case the inheritance 
has become the richer through it, for example, where the heir has 
received the price paid for the property. 

13 Gaius {on the Edict of the Praetor Urhmms : Tit. “ On liberty 
cases ”) Where it is alleged that someone is detaining a free 
man in confinement, an interdict can be had against the man who 
is alleged to detain to make him produce the other ; the action for 
production in such a case is^eld to be useless, as such an action is 
treated as only open to one who has a pecuniary interest. 

14 PoMPONius {on Sahinm 14) Where a husband has received 
a gift of money from his wife, and, knowing that the property in 
the money did not pass, he gives it away in payment for something 
that he has bought, he maliciously contrives not to possess it, and 
is consequently liable to an action otA exhibendnm. 

15 The same (<m» Sahimis 18 ) Treasure belonging to me is 
buried in your land and you decline to allow me to dig it up. So 
long as you leave it where it is, I cannot properly, according to 
Labeo, have an action for theft or for production in respect of it, 
because you neither possess it nor have used fraudulent means to 
avoid possessing it, as it is in fact possible that you do not know 
that the treasure is within your land at alL There is however, he 
says, no injustice, if I swear that I do not make the demand with a 
vexatious intent, in my being allowed either an interdict or an 
action to procure that you shall not use force against me to prevent 
my digging up, taking up and carrying away the treasure in ques- 
tion, provided there is nothing done on my part to prevent the 
proper security being given you in connexion with my operations 
against apprehended damage. But if the treasure in question is 
so much actual stolen goods, I can have an action for theft. 
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16 Paulus {on SaMum 10) If » slave, h*as anything in his 
hands, his owner is liable to a direct action for production, but if 
the slave, without the knowledge of his owner, has used fraudulent 
means to avoid having the thing, a noxal action ’ought to be allowed, 
either for theft or for malicious fraud in respect of the slave, but 
no utUis actio for production can be put in force. 

17 Ulplanus {oh all the Courts 9) If a man produces a slave 
crippled or blinded, as far as the action for production goes, he 
ought to be discharged ; he has produced the slave and there is 
nothing in a production such as described to prevent the main 
action ; still the applicant can bring an action under the koc 
Aquilia for the damage in question. 

18 The same {Opinions 6) When a note of hand is made of no 
account by payment and pledges given ai-e released, there is still 
nothing to prevent the creditor suing for production of the docu- 
ments connected with the debt by some other person than the 
debtor. 

19 Paultjs {Epitomes of Alfenus 4), An action for production 
can be brought by anyone who hasr»an interest in bringing it A 
man however asked for an opinion as to whether this action would 
enable him to procure the production of his opponent’s accounts, 
which lie said he had a great interest in having produced. The 
answer was that the law of the land ought not to be used vexa- 
tiously and words ought not to be captiously interpreted ; the 
proper course being to consider the intention of anything that was 
said. Indeed, on the principle contended for, a man who was 
anxious to study some branch of learning might say that he had 
an interest in the production of such and such books, because, if 
they were produced, he might become a more learned and a better 
man by reading them. 

20 XJlpianus {Rides 2) In cases of delicts committed by slaves, 
an action for pi’oduction can be had with a view to examination 
by torture to compel the disclosure’^ of their accomplices. 


^ Read indicandos for vlndicandos. Of. M. 



ELEVENTH BOOK. 


1 . 


On administering Interrogatories before the Magistrate 
AND ON Interrogatory Actions. 

1 Callistratus {Monitorian Edict 2) The heir should 
always be interrogated before the magistrate (in jure) as to what 
fhiction of the estate it is for which he is heir, whenever legal pro- 
ceedings are being taken against him and the plaintiff is uncertain 
what the fraction is for whi^^he person whom he proposes to sue 
is heir. The case in which an interrogatory is necessary is where 
the action is in personam and [even then] only where the subject 
of the suit is a liquidated demand, as otherwise the plaintiff, not 
being aware what the fraction is for which the opposite party is 
heir to the deceased, may on some occasion make a denoand in 
excess and so suffer some loss. 1. At the present day however 
interrogatory actions are not employed, as no one is compellable to 
answer any questions before the trial as to his legal position, and 
consequently people have less recourse to such actions and they 
have fallen into disuse. Only statements which are made by the 
other side in the course of a trial are available as evidence on 
behalf of those engaged in litigation, whether it be in cases of 
succession or of other matters which come in question in legal 
I»Dceeding8. 

2 Ulpiands (on Ute Edict 22) The reason why the Pmtor 
propounded his Edict on the subject of interrogatories was that he 
knew that it is difficult for a person who sues an heir or honorvm 
possessor to prove anyone to be heir or honorum possessor ; 

3 Patous (on the Edict 17) as it is often hard to show that 
entry has been made on the inheritance. 
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4 Ulpianus {on the Edict 22) Th® Prsetoj’ desired to bind the 
person who is being sued by his own answer as given at the trial, 
so that, whether he confesses the truth or tells a lie, he may take 
the consequences on his own shoulders, and at’ the same time that 
he may be informed^ by means of the interrogatory what is 
the fraction of the estate in respect of which any given person is 
heir. 1. With regard to the words in the Edict: — “A man who 
answers an interrogatory ‘injure^” this must be understood to 
mean answers before a magistrate of the Roman people or a 
governor of a province or any other judge ; jtis, he says, meaning 
simply the place where the judge has placed himself for the 
purpose of exercising jurisdiction or giving judgment, including 
the case of his doing so. at his own home or while on his way. 

5 Gaius {on the Provincial Edict 3) When a man is inter- 
rogated as to whether he is heir or in respect of what fraction of 
the estate he is so, or whether he exercises poteatas over someone 
on whose account a noxal action is brought, he ought to procure 
an order for further time to consider his answer, because, if he 
should make a wrong declaration, he is put at a disadvantage ; 

6 ULPiAims {on the Edict 22) .^besides which, as it is in the 
interest of deceased persons (sic) that they should have someone 
to succeed them, so also is it in the interest of those who are living 
that they should not be hurried, so long as they are reasonably 
considering the question [of taking up the succession]. 1. Some- 
times a man who is asked whether he is heir is not compelled to 
answer, for instance, where he is made defendant to an action in 
which his heirship is the matter in dispute ; this was laid down by 
the Divine Hadrian ; because otherwise, if the defendant denied 
that he was heir, he might be prejudicing his own case, or, if he 
said that he was heir, he might find himself entangled even if he 
should lose the inheritance. 

7 Tece same {on the Edict 18) If a man, on being interrogated 
before the magistrate as to whether a four-footed animal which 
has done pamp&riea is his, should reply [in the affirmative^], he is 
liable. 

8 PaitIiTjs {on the Edict 22) If a man, on being interrogated 
as to a slave who has done damage, replies that the slave is his, he 

1 M. would like to read certioremur for certior^ur, on the ground, no doubts 
that the person to be informed must be the plaintiff. 

M. 
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will be liable under -the lea AquUia as owner, and, if the action is 
brought against the man so answering, the real owner is freed from 
liability to the action. 

9 Ulpianus {on tJte Edict 22) If a -man declares that he is 
heir, without any interrogation being addressed to him, he is treated 
as though he had been interrogated. 1. When we speak of a man 
being interrogated, we must understand this to mean not only by 
the Prmtor but by the other party equally well. 2. But if a slave 
is interrogated, this is no interrogatory at all, any more than if a 
slave should interrogate. 3. One person must not be compelled to 
answer for another to the question whether the latter is heir ; a 
man ought in a trial to be examined about his own case, that is, if 
he is defendant in the action. 4. Celsus tells us {Dig. 5) that if a 
person who defends an action on behalf of another, on being inter- 
rogated in the trial as to whether the person whose defence he is 
carrying on is heir, or for what fraction he is so, makes an untrue 
answer, he, such volunteer defendant, wiU be responsible to the 
plaintiff, but this will not prejudice the case of the person whose 
defence he has undertaken^ nor is there any doubt that Celsus’s 
opinion is sound. This bein^the case, it is worth considering, if 
he declines to answer, whether he is defending the action ; and 
it certainly is only consistent to say that he is not, as he is not 
defending it fully. 6. When a man, in answer to an interrogation, 
replies that he is heir, without adding in respect of what fraction, 
he must be taken to have replied that he is heir to the whole, 
unless the question asked was, for example, whether he was heir 
in respect of half the estate and he answered “I am heir” ; as, in 
that case, I should rather hold that he answered in the sense of 
the question asked. 6. A point which is raised is this : — Is a man 
compellable to answer whether he is heir by testament [or aft 
intestato^}, or whether the inheritance came to him directly or 
through persons who are subject to his potestas, or through some 
one to whom he is heir? As to all this, the Praetor must form a 
conclusion in a general way, when such a question is asked, as to 
whether the party is bound to answer in what right he is heir, so 
that, if he should find that it is of great importance to the plaintiff, 
he may order that a fuller answer be given. This wiU apply in 
the case not merely of heirs but of successors by Praetorian title. 
7. Add to the above that we have it from Julianus that a man to 
whom an inheritance has been (?was to be) handed over [in pur- 
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suance of a testamentary trust] is bound to, s'ay, if interrogated 
before the magistrate, whether the inheritance has been so handed 
over. 8. In the case of an action de pecvlio [it is held that] the 
father or owner caimot be called upon to ansfrer whether he has 
the son or the slave in his potestm, as the only question asked is 
whether the pecvlium is in the hands of the person against whom 
the action is brought. 

10 PAULtrs {on the Edict 48) It is not beside the purpose 

that, when people wish to make a stipulation with a man against 
damnvjm in/ectwm, they should interrogate him before the magis- 
trate as to whether the house or the place from which the mischief 
is apprehended belongs to him, and to what extent, so that, in case 
he should say that the tenement is not his and decline to give the 
undertaking, he may be compelled either to give it up, or, if^ he 
chooses to resist, to hand it over on the ground that his behaviour 
is fraudulent. 

[1 UiiPiANUS {mi the Edict 22) Sometimes too a man will be 

compellable to answer an inquiry as to his age. 1. If a man, not 
being heir, should on being interrogat|(J, answer that he is heir as 
to a part, he may thereupon be sued,*s if he were heir as to that 
part ; in fact credit will be given him against himself. 2. Where 
a man who is heir as to a quarter, or, say, is not heir at all, answers 
that he is heir to the whole, he may be sued in an action framed 
on the view that he is heir to the whole. 3. Where a man who is 
heir as to half says that he is heir as to a quarter, the punishment 
to which he will have to submit for his untruth is that he will be 
sued in an action for the whole ; he had no right to tell a lie by 
declaring himself to be heir for a smaller portion [of the estate 
than he really inherited]. It may happen however that he believes 
on reasonable grounds that he is heir for a smaller part than he 
ready is ; for example, what if he acquired a share by accrual 
without knowing it, or he was appointed heir for an uncertain 
portion? why should he in such a case suffer by his answer? 
4. Again, where a man in the Praetor's Court gives no answer, 
what he incurs is that, if an action is set on foot, he can be 
sued for the whole, just as if he had declared that he was not heir ; 
a man who declines to answer at all is contumacious, and the 
penalty which he will have to suffer for his contumacy is that of 
being sued for the whole, just as he would Jiave been if he had 
declared that he was not heir ; the fact is that he is treated as 
1 Ins. si before resistmdum. M. 


M. J. II. 


16 



226 On Interrogatories [book xi 

guilty of contempt of the Prsetor. 5. With regard to the Prsetor’s 
expression — “ declines to answer at all,” later authorities took his 
words in the following sense, — ^a man, they said, is held to decline 
to answer at all who does not answer the precise question he is 
asked, that is word for word. 6. Whertf a man is interrogated as 
to whether he is sole heir and replies that he is heir in part, then, 
if he is really heir as to half, the law is that he shall not suffer by 
this answer; this is an indulgent rule to apply. 7 . It makes nO' 
difference, when a man is interrogated, whether he gives a negative 
answer or no answer at aU, or gives an obscure answer so as to leave 
the interrogator in doubt. 8. There is no question that when 
a man answers an interrogatory he will be relieved on express 
cause shown ; thus, if a man is asked whether he is heir to his 
father and he answers that he is\ and, after that, a testament is 
produced by which it turns out that he was disinherited, it is quite 
proper that he should be relieved. This indeed is maintained by 
Celsus, who puts it on a different principle, viz. that facts which 
were unknown at the time but are discovered afterwards afford 
good ground for relief ; for instance, testamentary papers might be 
hidden or taken to a distaupe and be afterwards discovered ; why 
should this prejudice a man a^o stated in his answer what appeared 
to him to be tnie at the time^ ? I should apply the same principle 
to a case where a man answers that he is heir, W subsequently the 
testament is pronounced to be a forgery or inofficious or void ; in 
such a case the answer was given honestly, but the party answering 
was misled by the document. 9. When a man answers an interro- 
gatory, it puts him on the same footing of liability as he would 
be on if he were bound by a contract on which he can be taken to 
task, assuming that he is intenogated by a litigating party ; but 
even if it is the Praetor who interrogates him, nothing turns on 
the authority of the Praetor ; what is to the point is the answer of 
the party, or, [let us say,] his untrue statement. 10. Where a man 
declares that he is not heir in consequence of a reasonable mistake 
which he fell under, allowance ought to be made for him. 11. Even 
where a man gives an untrue answer without any intention to 
deceive, but stiU through negligence, the proper rule is that he 
should not be held liable, unless the negligence comes very near 
malice. 12. Celsus tells us that a man is allowed to revoke his 
answer, if the revocation does not put the plaintiff at a disadvan- 
tage ; and this I should say is perfectly sound, especially where 

^ Ins. esse before respondent 

2 prwseniia verum for prmentiarim. 
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a man does something of this kind in consequence of fuller 
information subsequently received, being, for example, better 
advised as to his legal position by means of dopuments or of letters 
written by his friends. 

« 

12 Paulus {on the Edict 17) If a son declines his fether’s 
inheritance, and then, in answer to an interrogatory before the 
magistrate declares that he is heir, he will be held liable ; the very 
answer is deemed equivalent to acting as heir. But if a son, after 
declining the inheritance, gives no answer at all to the interrogatory, 
he must be protected, as the Praetor does not treat as heir a person 
who has really declined the inheritance. 1. Any exeeptio which 
can be used in bar of an action put in train before the jvdex 
against [ordinary] defendants can equally be used by a man who is 
sued on his answer to an interrogatory, ejg. the exeeptio of [subse- 
quent] infonnal agreement, previous decision, and so on. 

13 The same {on Plmdim 2) Persons who confess falsely by 
way of answer are only bormd thereupon in cases where there 
is a good right of action existing against someone or other in 
virtue of the matter about which they were interrogated, as the 
rule is that where some other persoJi would be liable to the action, 
supposing he were owner, the parties who make the confession 
thereby take the liability upon themselves. Accordingly, if some- 
one is under the potestas of his own father*, and I [in answer to 
an interrogatory] declare that he is my son, [the law is] that I am 
only held liable where his age is such that he might possibly be 
my son ; as false confessions[, to be taken into account,] must 
accord with the facts of nature. A eonsequmce of thk would he 
that if I aiunoer on hehcdf of the paterfamilias, I am not Uable\ 
1. A man who answers that someone who is really a pater- 
familias is his slave is not liable to a noxal action ; and, even if 
I am having in good faith the services of a free man, no noxal 
action can be brought against me; moreover, if such an action 
should be brought, full right will stiU remain to proceed against 
the man who actually committed the offence. 

14 Javolentjs {Bxtra^its from Cassim 9) Where issue has 
been joined in a noxal action, and, while the case is proceeding, the 
man in respect of whose act it was brought is judicially declared to be 
a free man, the case must be dismissed, and the plaintiff will take 

> In M.’s opinion this clause has got into the text by mistake, and was really 
an annotation relating to what follows. 
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no advantage by any interttogation before the magistrate that he 
may have made, because, [true as it is that,] when a man has 
a right of action against another in respect of some individual, he 
may be able to transfer the liability [arising from the act] of that 
individual to the person who confesses" before the magistrate 
that the individual in question is his slave, for instance, who 
makes such a confession with reference to the slave of another 
man ; stiU, there being no right of action at all against a third 
person in respect of a free man, it follows that no liability can be 
transferred to anyone by means of any inteiTOgatory or confession. 
This being the case, the result will be that no action can ever have 
been rightly brought in respect of a free man against a person who 
made a confession [in virtue thereof]. 1. The general rule is that 
confessions are upheld only in cases in which the matter confessed 
is something consistent with law and nature. 

16 PoMPONius (<m Sabinus 18) If, before some inheritance is 

entei’ed upon, I declare on interrogation that a slave who is part 
of the estate belongs to me, I am liable, as an inheritance is treated 
as an owner. 1. If a persop confesses on interrogation before the 
magistrate that some slave is^his own, and then the slave dies, the 
person who so answered is not liable, just as, if the slave had really 
been his, he would not have been liable for him after his death. 

16 Ulpiaistjs {on the Edict 37) If a slave is taken prisoner by 

the enemy, and some person on interrogation before the magistrate 
answers with reference to him that he is in hispotestas, however 
much ground for hesitation there may be founded on the rules of 
law as to postHm/inivni, still I do not think there is any room for a 
noxal action, as slaves in such a case are not in their old owners’ 
potestas. 1. Although the law goes as fer as this, that a man may 
become liable even by confessing another person’s slave to be his 
own, nevertheless it is veiy properly held that a man is only liable 
in this way where it was possible that he should have been owner, 
but, if he was incapable of acquiring such ownership, he is not 
liable. 

17 The same {on the Edict 38) If the slave is not the property 
of one sole owner, but of several, and they all have declared falsely 
that he is not in their potestas, or some of them have done so, or 
they have used fraudulent means to avoid having him in their 
potestas, each of them wiU be liable for the whole damages, 
just as each would be liable, if they really had the slave in their 
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X>otestas-, but a single owner who uses no tfi^udulent means to 
avoid having the slave in his potestas, or makes no false dedaration, 
will not be liable. 

18 JuLiANTTS {on Ursevus Ferox 4) A man who was heir to the 
extent of half the estate of a deceased person desired to defend an 
action on behalf of his fellow-heir in his absence, and in order to be 
able to avoid the burden of giving security [for the other], declared 
that he was sole heir, and judgment was pronounced against him. 
The plaintiff asked whether, seeing that this person was insolvent, 
he could have an order rescinding the previous judgment and 
allowing him an action against the actual co-heir. Proculus replied 
that the judgment might be rescinded and the action brought, and 
this is correct. 

19 Papinianus {Questions 8) If a son who appears on behalf 
of his father declines to answer when interrogated, the case must 
proceed in all respects as if he had not been interrogated. 

20 Paulus {Questions 2) Where a man answers that a slave 

who belongs to another is his own, then, if he is sued in a noxal 
action, the real owner is thereby'^scharged. This case differs 
from that of a man who confesses that he killed a slave who was 
really killed by someone else, or who declares [falsely] that he is 
heir ; in this case the man who did the deed — or the real heir — is 
not discharged. There is no inconsistency in the above ; in the 
former case there are two persons liable through the act of the 
slave in the way in which there are two held to be liable in the 
case of a slave owned in common, in which, if one is sued, the 
other is discharged ; but a man who confesses that he killed or 
wounded is liable on his own account, and yet the offence of the 
man who did the deed ought not to go unpumshed because of the 
liability of the one who confessed, unless the latter was ta.1ring up 
the defence on behalf of the man who did the deed or his heir and 
met the action on that footing ; in that case an easeeptm is allowed 
and the action will be barred, because the defendant can get back 
whatever he paid by an action of negotia gesta or mcmdatmn. 
The same rule applies to a man who declares himself heir at the 
request of the real heir or who for any other reason desires to 
defend the action on his behalf. 1. If a man is asked before the 
magistrate whether he possesses a given I wish to know 

whether he can be compelled to give in his answer the exact share 
in respect of which he is in possession. The answer was: — ^We 
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vead in Javolenus that the possessor of an estate is compellable to 
declare the exact share for which he possesses it, so that, if he is 
in possession in respect of a small share, the plaintiff may be put 
in possession of the land for the remaining share in respect of 
which there is no defence offei'ed. 2. A amilar rule holds where 
people give an undertaking as to damnwm, infectum\ this is 
another case in which the party ought to declare what is the extent 
of his share in the tenement, so as to enable the applicant to frame 
die stipulation accordingly ; here the penalty for refusing to give 
the assurance is that the applicant assumes possession, so that this 
is a reason why it is requisite to know whether the other party is 
in possession. 

21 UiiPiANTJS {on the Edict 22) Wherever equitable considera- 
tions move the judge to allow it, there can be no doubt that it is 
also right that an interrogatory should be had. 

22 ScJEVOLA {Digest 4) In answer to the Imperial Procurator 
who was interrogating in a matter relating to a debt due to the 
fiseus from a person deceased, one of the sons, who had not got an 
order for honorum possessich-Sind. was not heir, declared that he 
was heir; is be liable at tlfe suit of other creditors as having 
answered to an interrogatory? The answer was that a man cannot 
be sued upon his answer by persons who had not interrogated him 
before the magistrate. 


II. 


When vabiotjs Matters are heard by the same Judge. 

1 PoMPORius {on SaMnns 13) If an fmnUice erciscunda 
is brought among several parties and an action de commmd divi- 
dmuio or Jhiiim regundormi among the same, they ought to 
choose the same judge [for both actions] ; and besides that, in 
order that the co-heirs or co-owners may be the better able to meet, 
they ought all to attend at the same place. 

2 Papiniakus {Questions 2) When one out of seveml tutors is 
sued because the others are not substantial persons, on the appli- 
cation of that one, they may all be ordered to appear before the 
same judge. This is laid down in Imperial rescripts. 
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III. 

On Corrupting a Slave. 

Ulpianus {mi the Edict 23) The Prsetor says : — “ Where 
a man is alleged to have harboured a slave of either sex belonging 
to another or induced him or her maliciously to act in any way 
with intent to deteriorate his or her character, I will allow an 
action against him for twice what the matter comes to.” 1. A man 
who is a bona fide purchaser of the slave will not be liable under 
this Edict, nor ^ can he himself bring an action for corrupting the 
slave, as he has no interest in the slave not being corrupted ; in 
fact, it is clear that, if his right to sue were admitted, two pei-sons 
would have a good right of action for corruption of the slave, 
which is absurd. It may be added that, according to the received 
opinion, the action cannot be brought by one who has bona fide 
the services of a free man. 2. With regard to the word “har- 
boured” {reeepisse), as used by the^Prsetor, what this is taken 
to refer to is the case of a man taMhg in another man’s slave at 
his own place of abode; “harbouring” is, strictly speaking, afford- 
ing a slave a refuge with a view to concealing him, whether it be 
on the party’s own ground or in a place or building belonging to 
another. 3. To induce (jpefrsiMidere) is to compel and cmistrai/n 
a person to obey you^ ; but “induce” is a kind of neutral term, as 
the incitement may be applied by giving good advice as well as 
bad; accordingly the Praetor adds the words “maliciously” and 
“ with intent to deteriorate the slave’s character.” So that one who 
solicits a slave to do or to plan something objectionable must be 
the kind of person who is held up to observation in this Edict. 
4. Is a man, however, liable only where he has driven a well- 
conducted slave to commit an offence, or is he equally so where he 
instigates a bad slave, or shows a bad slave the way to commit it ? 
The truer view is that even where he shows a bad slave how to 
commit an offence he is liable. Indeed, if the slave had made up 
his mind independently to run away or to commit a theft, and the 

1 del. quia, M. 

2 The Latin text here is “persuadere autem est plus quam compelli atque 
eogi sibi parere." These words having no meaning, I have ventured to follow 

note in the Basilica and substitute the clause I have given in italics ; in other 
words to omit plm quam and turn the two passive infinitives into the active. 
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party in question' is sho\ni to have applauded his design, he 
is liable ; the slave’s bad disposition ought not to be made 
worse still by approbation. Accordingly, whether a man makes 
a good slave bad or makes a bad slave worse, he will be held 
to corrupt him. 5. A person too m&es a slave worse who 
induces him to commit wrongful damage or theft or to run 
away or to instigate a slave belonging to some other person to 
commit such offences, or to make his peadimi undistinguishable, 
or to go after ghds, or to loiter about, or to give himself up to 
magical arts, or to spend too much time at public shows, or to 
engage in riots, or again who induces [a slave who is] a bailiff, 
either by words or bribes, to mutilate [or] falsify his master’s 
accounts or even to confuse an account put in his hands, 

2 Patjltjs (o« the Edict 19) or who encourages a slave to live 
expensively, or to be insubordinate, or induces him to submit to 
stuprmi. 

3 Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 23) By adding the expression 
“maliciously” the Praetor stigmatizes craft on the part of the 
person who induces; whereas if a man deteriorates a slave’s 
character without wrongful flitention he incurs no stigma ; and 
he is not liable where he does it for a practical joke. 1. Hence 
arises this question : suppose a man incites the slave of another to 
climb on a roof or to go down a well, and the slave accordingly 
climbs up or goes down, and so fells and breaks his leg or breaks 
any limb or is killed, will the party be Uable ? The answer is that, 
if he did it without malice, he is not liable, but, if it was done 
maliciously, he is ; 

4 Patjltjs {on the Edi/st 19) but the more convenient plan 
is to hold him liable to an idUis \actio ihimed on the] lex Aqwilia. 

5 Ulplantjs {on the Edict 23) The word “maliciously” must 
be applied equally in the case of one who harbours a slave, so that 
a man is not liable unless he harbours maliciously; if he harboured 
the slave with a view to keeping him safely on his owner’s behoof 
or from motives of humanity or out of pity or on some other 
approved and lawftil ground, he is not liable. 1. If anyone 
maliciously induces a slave whom he took for ^ free man to do any- 
thing, I should say that he ought to be held liable, as one who 
corrupts a slave whom he beUeves to be free commits a still greater 
offence [than if he knew him to be a slave], consequently, if the 
man really is a slave, the party vrill be liable. 2. The action is for 
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twofold damages, even where the defendant admits his guilt, though 
the Aquilian action only inflicts that penalty on one who denies. 
3. Where the offender is a slave of either sex, the action is allowed 
with the option of surrender for noxa. 4. llie action relates to 
the date at which the slave was corrupted or harboured, and not 
the date of the application, so that if the slave should be dead or 
have been disposed of or manumitted, the action may none the less 
be brought, and, the right to bring it having once accrued, it is 
not lost by manumission, 

6 Paulus {att the Edict 19) as, for the purposes of this action, 
an estimate is made of elements of value existing in past time^; 

7 ULPiANtrs {on the Edict 23) as, of course, bad slaves may 

chance to get their freedom, besides which very often something 
may occur afterwards which furnishes a good groxmd for manu- 
mission. 

8 Paulus (on the Edict 19) The heir of the party whose slave 
was corrupted has the same right to bring this action, and that not 
only where the slave is stiU included in the estate of the deceased, 
but even where he has been taken os? of it, for example, where he 
was left by way of legacy. 

9 Ulpianus (on the Edict 23) Where a man corrupts a slave 

which he and I have in common, the question is raised in Julianus 
(Dig. 9) whether he can be held liable to this action ; and that 
writer says that he is liable to the action at the hands of his 
co-owner, moreover he can be sued in an action communi di- 
vidundo, or pro sodo, so Julianus holds, if the co-owners are 
partners. We may however ask why it is that Julianus puts a co- 
owner in a worse position when he sues another co-owner than he 
is in when he sues a stranger. In the case of an action against 
a stranger the right of action is equally good, whether the de- 
fendant harboured the slave or corrupted him, but, if it is against 
a co-owner, it is only good where the defendant corrupted the slave, 
the alternative ground [viz. that of harbouring] is not admitted. 
It may be however that Julianus thought that the other ground 
could not apply as against a feUow-owner, as no one can harbour 
his own slave ; stiU, if he took him in in order to conceal him, it may 
be argued that he is liable. 1. If I havelthe.usufinct in a slave 
and you have the bare property, then, if the slave is deteriorated 

^ Paulus’s words are applicable only to the last remark but one preceding, 
a M. 
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by me, you can ta^e->proceedings against me, if the deterioratiou 
is your doing, I can bring an vtUis actio ; as this action is available 
in all cases of corruption, and the usufructuary clearly has an 
interest in the slave in whom he has the usufruct being well 
conducted. An vtUis actio is similarly of)en to the usufructuary 
if some other person than the bare proprietor harbours or corrupts 
the slave. 2. The action is allowed for double what the case 
amounts to ; 3. but it is open to question whether, in determining 
the amount, an estimate should be made of such damage only as is 
done to the slave in body or character, in short, of the extent to 
which the value of the slave is diminished, or whether other things 
should be considered as well. Neratius holds that the person who 
corrupted should be ordered to pay damages equivalent to the 
extent to which the slave’s value is diminished by the fact that 
he was corrupted^ 

0 Patjltjs {on the Edict 19) The damages to be recovered 
include the value of things which the slave took away with 
him, as all loss is multiplied by two, and it makes no difference 
whether the things were brought to the defendant or to another 
or even consumed ; as it more in accordance mth justice 
that the original author of the offence should be held liable than 
that inquiry should be made for the party to whom the things 
were brought. 

.1 Ulpianus {on the Edict 23) Neratius holds that thefts 
committed subsequently form no item in the assessment. This view 
I believe to be sound ; the very words of the Edict — “what that 
matter comes to” — compiise all the mischief done. 1. I induce 
a slave to deface notes of hand given by his master’s debtors. No 
doubt I am liable to the action ; but if, having got into the habit 
of committing such offences, he proceeds to purloin, falsify or efface 
accounts or other similar documents, the proper rule is that the 
party who corrupted him is not liable on the ground of these acts. 
2. Although however there is a good right of action for corrupting 
a slave in respect of things which are purloined, still there is an 
action for theft allowed as well, as the things must be held to be 
taken away with the aid and encouragement of the party inciting ; 
and the plaintiff does not exhaust his means of redi-ess by bringing 
one of tlie two actions, as the one leaves the other still open. 
Jnlianus lays down a similar rule as to a man who harbours a slave 

‘ I have substituted enrrviptuB for tiApertus. This last word is not Latin at all 
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and so conceals him and deteriorates ■‘his character [besides in- 
ducing him to steal] ; the offence of thieving is distinct from that 
of deteriorating the character of a slave ; and^ besides being ex- 
posed to an action on these two heads, he is also liable to be sued 
in a eondiMio (personal "action to recover the stolen goods), as 
even though the party injured should have x*ecovered the slave 
by a condictio, and penal damages by an action for theft, still he 
has a good right to indemniffcation by an action for corruption 
of a slave, 

L2 Patjlus {on the Edict 19) since the defendant is still subject 
to this obligation, even after the property is restored. 

.3 UiiPiANtrs {on the Edict 23) This action can be brought at 
any distance of time, there is no limitation, and it is open to the 
heir and to successors of every kind ; but it will not allowed 
against the heir of the offender, as it is a penal action. 1. A man 
is equally liable to the action if he corrupts a slave who is part of 
the unclaimed estate of a deceased person ; and he can also be 
sued as a plunderer in a “ petition to recover an inheritance,” 

4 PATTiiUS {on the Edict 9) so tfeat the petition for recovery 
of an inheritance may have as wide a Icope as this action. 1. There 
is no provision under this Edict for the case of a son or a daughter 
under potestas being corrupted, as the action established is one for 
corrupting a slave who is part of a man’s property, and for a case in 
which ^ the proprietor can show that his means are reduced, though 
the honour and good name of his family are unaffected ; but there 
is a good right to an wtilis aeUo for an amount which the judge 
can be called upon to determine, as everybody has an interest in 
the character of his children not being corrupted. 2. If a slave 
which you and I have in common corrupts a slave who belongs to 
me in severalty, Sabinns holds that there is no right of action 
against a co-owner, any more than if my own slave had corrupted 
a feUow-slave. Again, if a slave owned by two in common corrupts 
the slave of a third person, it is a fair question whether there has 
to be one action against both co-owners, or each may equally well 
be sued separately, as in the case of other offences committed by 
slaves ; but the better opinion is that each owner is liable for the 
whole, but, if one pays, the other is discharged. 3. If a slave in 
whom I have a usufruct corrupts a slave who belongs to me, I have 
a right to sue the bare proprietor. 4. A person who has pledged 
a slave for debt can bring this action in respect of him. 5. In this 
^ Ins. hetorepatuperim'em. 
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action the twofold damages are not something over and above the 
recovery of property of the slave) ; what is doubled is the 
amount of loss incurred. 6. This being the case, the rule follows 
thereupon that if you induce my slave to commit a theft on Titius, 
you not only are liable for the amount to ’Which the slave’s character 
is deteriorated, but also for whatever I shall have to give Titius. 
7 . Moreover you are liable to be sued by me not only if the slave 
does me a mischief at your instigation, but even if he does it 
to a stranger, on the ground, that is, that I have to answer for 
it under the lex AqwUia, ; or, again, if I am liable to an action 
on a contract of hiring at the hands of someone because I let out 
a slave to him and the slave was deteriorated by your act, you 'will 
be liable on this ground, and so with any similar cases. 8. The 
measure of damages in this action is the extent to which the slave’s 
value is reduced, and that the judge may be called upon to deter- 
mine. 9. Sometimes indeed the slave becomes^ of no value at all, 
so that it is not worth while having such a slave. In such a case, 
then, does it follow that the instigator is compellable to pay the 
whole value the slave bore and the owner has the slave over and 
above ; or ought the o-wner i;o be compelled to hand over the slave 
and accept what he is woriSt ? The true rule is that the owner 
must be allowed to elect whether he would like best to retain the 
slave and to accept damages eqtdvalent to double the extent to 
which the slave is deteriorated, or to hand over the slave, if he is 
in a position to do so, and take his value, and, if he is not in 
a position to do so, still to take his value, and to assign to the 
instigator his rights of action for recovery of the slave, so that the 
latter can sue at his own risk. Of course what is said as to 
handing over the slave only applies where the slave is alive when 
the proceedings are brought. Suppose however the slave was 
manumitted before the proceedings were brought. It will not lie 
in the defendant’s mouth to say in open court that the reason why 
he manumitted the slave was that he did not wish to have him 
in his house, his object being to get the money and to have a 
freedman too. 

15 Gaius {provincial Edict 6) It is a complete case of cor- 

rupting a slave’s character if he is induced to treat his owner with 
contempt. 

16 AtJFEHTis Vartts {Digest 2) The owner of a slave who had 

used the slave as steward manumitted him ; after this he made 

' Bead^ for git . Of. M. 
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him produce his accounts, which the man was* not able to make 
good, and his patron found that he had spent the money in the 
company of some woman of no character ; the question was asked 
whether the patron could sue this woman for ’corrupting a slave, 
the slave being by this time free. The answer was that he could, 
and that so he might for theft too in respect of any money which 
the slave had put in her hands. 

17 Maroellus (Bvles 4) A husband is allowed an action against 
his wife on the ground of corrupting a slave, even while the 
married state stUl lasts, but only for the simple value, in con- 
sideration of matrimony. 


IV. 


On Fugitive Slaves. 

1 TTt.p t Ais rufi (on the Edict 1) A man who has concealed a 

fugitive slave is a thief. 1. The Srhate laid down that fugitive 
slaves are not to be admitted into parks nor to be sheltered by the 
overseers or agents of landowners, and it prescribed a fine ; but 
if any persons should within twenty days have either restored such 
slaves to their owners or brought them up before the magistrates, it 
excused their previous behaviour ; indeed, fiirther on in the same 
enactment, impunity is promised to anyone who hands over 
fugitive slaves to their owners or to the magistrate within the 
prescribed time after finding any such on his ground. 2. The 
decree allowed both soldiers and civilians a right of entry on the 
estates of Senators or private persons for the purpose of following 
up a runaway slave, in fact the le^JO Fabia and a decree of the Senate 
passed in the consulship of Modestus were enacted with a similar 
object. It was further laid down that persons who wished to 
search for fugitive slaves should have letters given them addressed 
to the magistrates, a fine of a hundred solidi being prescribed at 
the same time to be payable by the latter, if, on receiving such 
letters they declined to assist the persons engaged in the search ; 
and a similar penalty was imposed on anyone who refused to allow 
a search to be made on his ground. Moreover there is a rescript 

* of the Divine Marcus and Commodus of general application by 
which it is expressly laid down that governors, magistrates and 
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police ai’e bound to assist ftiiy owner in^ seeking out runaway slaves 
and that they must give them up if they find them, also that persons 
on whose ground the slaves are in biding are to be punished if any 
unlawful behaviour is brought home to them. 3. Every person 
whatever who apprehends a runaway slave is bound to bring him 
forward publicly, 4. and the magistrates are very properly 
enjoined to keep any such slaves carefully in custody, so as to 
prevent their escape. 5. Under the term “fugitive” must be 
included a slave who is given to roving. But, according to Labeo 
(on the Edict 1), the term does not comprise a slave who is simply 
born of a runaway mother. 6. A slave is deemed to be brought 
forward publicly if he is handed over to the municipal magistrates 
or government officers. 7. Careful custody will allow putting the 
slave in irons. 8. The custody is continued until the time when 
the slaves are brought before the Prefect of the Watch or the 
Governor. 8 a. The magistrates must be informed of the names 
and marks of the fugitive slaves and as to who it is to whom any 
one of them professes to belong, so that they may be the more 
easily identified and secured ; and the term “ mark ” will include 
scars. This direction applies equally where the case is advertised 
by means of a written notide- in a public place or in a consecrated 
temple®. 

2 Callistratus (Hearings 6) Slaves who are simply runa- 
ways should be restored to their owners ; but, where they afiect 
the station of free men, the practice is to infiict severe punishment. 

3 r" Ulpiartjs (on the office of Erocmml 7) The Divine Pius laid 
down by rescript that, where a man desires to search for a runaway 
slave in someone else's ground, he may apply to the Govemor, who 
must give him a letter, and, if the case requires it, an officer, so 
that he can get permission to enter and make a search, and that 
the Govemor can in addition infiict a penalty on anyone who 
should refuse to allow the search to be made. Moreover the 
Divine Marcus delivered an oration before the Senate by which he 
authorized those who desire to search for fiigitives and to examine 
the sleeping-places or any traces of those who concealed them to 
enter on land of the Emperor or of Senators or private persons. 

4 Paulus (Sentences 1) Harbour-masters and police-officers, 
if any fugitive slaves are apprehended, do well to keep them in 

1 Inii. in before inquirendis. Of. M. 

For cedes read cede sacra. Cf. M. 

3 Read scrutandi for scrutari. Cf. M. 
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custody. Municipal magistrates, on arsest of gifch slaves, send them 
on securely to the office of the governor of the province or the 
proconsul. 

» 

5 TEYPHOifiNUS {JDwffutatiom 1) If a fugitive slave gives 
himself up to fight in the amphitheatre, he cannot, even by exposing 
himself to the risk thereby incurred, which only amounts to peril 
of death, escape from the legal control of his owner ; there being a 
rescript of the Divine Kus enjoining that such slaves should 
without farther consideration be restored to their owners, either 
before or after a combat with beasts ; as very often they have either 
misappropriated money or committed some more serious offence, 
and they would rather give themselves up to fight in the arena, so 
as to avoid inquiry or lawful punishment ; accordingly they must 
be surrendered. 


V. 

Ok Gamblees. 

1 UuPiAKTJS (o» the Edict 23) .,'’The Praetor says : — ^if anyone 

beats a man in whose house it appears that a game with dice has 
been carried on or damages his property, or, on a similar occasion, 
something has been taken out of his house^ by anyone, I will not 
allow an action. Where a man uses violence for the purpose of a 
game with dice I will punish the offender as the particular case may 
require. 1. If paiHes to the game rob one another, an action will 
not be refused for vi iona rapta (goods taken witli violence), it is 
only the entertainer that the Praetor says shall not be protected, not 
the gamesters as well, though indeed these too may well be thought 
unworthy of consideration. 2. It should be observed farther that 
if an entertainer has been beaten or has suffered damage, the 
Praetor refuses relief irrespective of the place or time at which it 
happened, but [the rule about] theft is [that it is] committed with 
impunity in the house where and at the time when the gambling 
was carried on, and that although the person who commits mip one 
of the offences named^ should himself not have been engaged in the 
game. There is no doubt that by the word “house” we must 
understand habitation and place of abode. 3. With regard to the 

1 Bead tempore e domo for tempore dolo. C£ M. 

® quid eorum. The writer ought to have aaiiJUrtum, the thefl^ and left the 
reader to infer the generalization, or else have recast the sentence altogether. 
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Prsetor’s refusal to .allow <aii action for theft, we may consider 
whether this refers to the penal action only, or includes the case of 
the party wishing to sue for production, or to bring a vindicatio or 
condictio. It is m'aintained in Pomponius that it is the penal 
action alone that is refused, but with this I do not agree, the 
Praetor’s words simply are “if anything is misappropriated I will 
not allow an action.” 4. He proceeds “ where a man uses violence 
for the purpose of a game with dice, I will punish the offender 
as the particular case may require.” This clause refers to punish- 
ment to be inflicted on the person who compels anyone to play, 
and requires that the party should be ordered to pay a fine or 
should be sent to the Quarries or put in chains as a criminal, 

2 PAtriiUS {on the Edict 19) as it is a well known occurrence 
for people to coerce others to play, sometimes doing so from the 
very first, and sometimes compelling the winner to continue 
playing, where they have themselves lost. 1. A decree of the 
Senate forbade playing for money, except where the contest is one 
of throwing javelins or pikes, or rumiing, leaping, wrestling or 
figh ting for the sake of winning distinction; 

3 Marcianus {Rides 5) where this is being done, the Titian, 
Publician and Cornelian statutes in fact authorize wagering, but 
there are others which prohibit this practice, where the contest is 
not with a view to winning distinction. 

4 PAtTLTJS {on the Edict 19) Where eatables are put on the 
table at a feast, it is allowable to gamble for them with dice^. 1. If 
a slave or a filimfomiMm loses, the owner or father, as the case 
may be, can recover what is paid thereupon. Conversely, if money 
is paid to a slave, an action depecidio will be allowed against the 
owner, not a noxal action, because it is founded on negotia gesta ; 
but the defendant is not to be compelled to hand over more than 
the amount which there is in the pecidiim in consequence of the 
payment. 2. There is an tutdis actio founded on this Edict which 
is allowed against a paterfamilias or a patron to recover money 
paid on a loss in gaming. 


^ Bead alea for fcmilia. C£ M. 
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VI. 

Where a Surveyor makes a false Report as to 
Dimensions. 

1 Ulpianus (on the Edkt 24) The Prsetor offers an action in 
factum against a land surveyor. People must avoid being deceived 
by surveyors, every one has an interest in getting a true report of 
the dimensions of land, where, for instance, a dispute has arisen 
about boundaries, or a vendor or purchaser wishes to know the 
area of the land which is being sold. The ground on which the 
Prsetor promises this action is that the old lawyers did not regard 
the agreement made with a person such as the one in question as a 
contract of loeatio and condmtio, but held rather that his services 
were given as a favour, for which the payment which he received 
was a recompense and, for that reason, was called honorary ; indeed, 
if an action is brought as upon a contract of loecdio, it must be 
held that the issue raised is beside tbh mark. 1. The only ground 
for the action is positive malice {dolus modus), a surveyor was 
deemed to be most amply kept in control, though he were liable to 
be sued on the mere ground of positive malice, being a person who 
came under no civil obligation. Accordingly, if he has acted with 
a want of skill, the person who employed him has himself to blame 
for it, indeed, if the surveyor was simply careless, he will still 
incur no liability; no doubt gross negligence will be held 
equivalent to malice. Even if he receives a remuneration, still 
the wording of the Edict is such that he is not answerable for every 
degree of negligence ; of course the Praetor is aware that such 
persons sometimes give their services for pay. 2. It is only a 
surveyor who makes a report who is liable to this action ; a man 
must however be understood to make a report where he makes it 
through another, 

2 Paulus {on the Edict 25) or makes it in writing. If 
however you are a surveyor, and I commission you to undertake 
the survey of my land, whereupon you hand the matter over to 
litius, and he is guilty of some act of positive malice in carrying it 
out, you will be liable ; as you acted with [what is equivalent to] 
positive malice in relying on such a person. 


M. j. n. 


16 
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; UliPiAJius {on Edi(^ 24) If I commission two persons 
and both are guilty of malice, each is liable to an action for 
the whole amount, but if one is sued and complies with the 
demand, leave to proceed against the other must be refused. 
1. The person who has a right to bring the action is the one in whose 
interest it was that there should not be a false report made of the 
dimensions, in other words, the purchaser or the vendor, as the 
case may be, who is prejudiced by the actual report. 2. We are 
told however by Pomponius that if, in consequence of the report, 
the purchaser gives the vendor too much, there can be no action 
brought against the surveyor, because the party has an action 
to recover what he paid in excess, in short the purchaser 
has no interest, as he has the action just mentioned; — unless 
indeed the vendor is insolvent; in that case the surveyor is 
liable. 3. If on the other hand the vendor is deceived by the 
surveyor and so delivers a larger extent of land, Pomponius says, 
on the same principle, that he has no action against the surveyor 
because he has an action on the contract of sale against the 
purchaser, unless, again, the purchaser is insolvent. 4 According 
to the same writer, if a surveyor is employed for the purposes 
of a trial and he defrauds in the report which he makes, he 
is liable to an action, if the consequence is that I take less by the 
judgment It is true that where he is employed by the judge and 
makes a report to my disadvantage maliciously, Pomponius is 
doubtful whether I have a right to sue him, but on the whole 
he thinks I have. 5. This action Pomponius says ought to be 
allowed to the heir and successors generally ; but, as against the 
heir and successors, it must be refused. 6. In respect of a slave 
the right of action is noxal, he holds, rather than de pecvlio, 
though a civil action given [in a similar case] is de peeudio. 

4 PAtriiUS {on the Edict 25) This right of action is perpetual, 

as the origin to which the matter is referred is not the fraud 
practised but the engagement to undertake the business. 

6 XJupiANtrs (on the Edict 24) If the surveyor does not report 

the dimensions felsely, but delays reporting at all, and the conse- 
quence is that the vendor is discharged after promising to assign 
the premises by a given day, this action is not admissible; and, 
according to Pomponius, there will be no utUis actio allowed either ; 
conlequently recourse must be had to an action de doh. 1. If a 
false report is made, and thereupon the purchaser sues the vendor 
on his contract, he can sue the surveyor too, but if he has no 
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interest in doing so, no order will be made on the surveyor. If he 
does not sue the vendor for the whole deficiency, but only for 
something less, then, as Pomponius says, and quite consistently, 
there is a right of action against the surveyor for the residue. 
2. The Prsetor extended 'the application of these proceedings ; there 
is the same right of action where an appraiser appears to have 
given a felse report as to the dimensions of anything else ; so that, 
where he deceived his employer in respect of the measurement of a 
building or as to the quantity of com or wine, 

6 Paulus {on the Edict 24) or in a case where there is an 
inquiry as to the breadth of a footpath or as to the existence of a 
servitude of support or of an overhanging eave, or where he takes 
the dimensions of a courtyard or measures the amount of materials 
used in building or of a quantity of stone and makes a false report 
thereon, 

7 XJLPiAHtrs {on the Edict 24) or^ he misstated the size of 
anything else, he will in all cases be liable. 1. The action is 
equally allowed where the deceit is on the part of one who 
measures with the use of mechanical appliances. 2. In addition to 
the above the remark is made by Porfiponixis that this action is open 
against a man who is not a surveyor but who has made deceitful 
statements as to dimensions. 3. On the same principle the action 
ought to be allowed equally against an architect who has been 
guilty of deceiving ; in fact the Divine Severas himself laid down 
that actions should be allowed against an architect or a contractor. 
4. I should say myself that an action must be allowed in the same 
way against an accountant who reports a calculation deceitfully. 

VII. 

On Things Keligiotts and Fttneead Expenses and 
ON THE Right to conduct Funekals. 

1 TJlpianus {on the Edict 10) A man who spends anything 
on a funeral is held to conti-act with the deceased and not with the 
heir. 

2 The same {on the Edict 25)® Aristo says that a spot in which 
a slave has been buried is religious. 1. A man who has laid a 

^ This section seems to continue the sentence from s. 5. 

2 thinks that pr. and 1. once followed 6. 
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dead body or caused <oue i/) be laid in another man’s ground is 
liable to an action in factum. By “ another man’s ground ” we 
must understand fields and buildings to be meant equally ; but 
these words give the right of action to the owner, not to the hona 
fdc possessor ; where our authority says “another man’s ground,” 
it is clear that he refers to the owner, that is the person to whom 
the ground belongs. Bren if it is a usufructuary who buries a 
body, he may be sued by the owner of the bare property. Whether 
a part-owner is liable, if he does the same without the knowledge 
of his fellow-owner, is a point open to discussion ; but the better 
opinion is that he can be sued in an action famUim erciscmidoe or 
commumi dividmido. 2. The Prsetor says : — “ If a body or the 
bones of a dead man are averred to have been carried to ordinary 
ground or to a burial-place where the party had no right to bury ” 
etc. Whoever acts in this way is liable to an action in factwm and 
will have to pay a pecuniary penalty. 3. The carrying which the 
Praetor had in his mind was carrying such as is done for the pur- 
pose of burying. 4. A spot is called ordinary {purm) which is neither 
sacred nor under a sanction nor religious, being a spot to which 
all these descriptions are held to be inapplicable. 6. A burial-place 
(sepvlchrvm) is a place where numan bodies or bones are put away. 
Celsus adds that a place which is set apart for burial does not 
become religious throughout, but only so far as it is occupied by 
the corpse. 6. A monument is anything that has been set up in 
order to preserve memory. 7. A person who has a usufruct cannot 
make the grormd religious. On the other hand, if one has the bare 
property and another the usufruct, even the former cannot make 
the ground religious, unless indeed he should bury in it the very 
person who bequeathed the usufruct, it not being equally con- 
venient that the body should be buried somewhere else : this is 
stated by Julianus. Fo doubt, the rule is that the place cannot be 
made religious without the consent of the usufructuary ; but, if the 
latter do consent, the better opinion is that the place becomes 
religious. 8. No one can make religious a place which is subject 
to a servitude, except with the consent of the person who has a 
right to the servitude. At the same time, if the party can enjoy 
the servitude no less conveniently over some other part of the 
ground, the burial cannot be held to be made with a design to 
interfere with the servitude, and consequently the place becomes 
religious : which no doubt is not unreasonable. 9. A man who has 
pledged his land for debt will make the ground religious, if he 
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buries in it one^ of his own femily ; ?nd, if„Ke should be buried 
there himself, the same thing follows ; but he cannot make over 
the power to another. 

» 

3 PATJliTTS {on the Egict 27) However, where all parties 

concerned agree, it is more in accordance with public policy to 
hold that the ground may be made religious ; and such is the rule 
given by Pomponius. 

4 Ulpiantts (<w^ the Edict 25) Where one who is appointed 

heir carries in the body of the deceased owner before he has made 
entry on the inheritance, he thereby makes the ground religious ; 
and it need not be held that by this very act he is behaving as 
heir ; let us suppose that he is stQl in the course of making up his 
mind as to making such entry. I should say myself that even 
where it is not the heir that has carried in the body, but some 
other person, whoever it be, the [one who is appointed] heir either 
keeping aloof or being absent or being a&aid lest he should be held 
to be behaving as heir, still this person makes the ground religious ; 
as a matter of fact, it is very common for the deceased to be buried 
before anyone has become heir. The ^ound becomes religious only 
where it was the property of the deceased ; as the place in which the 
dead man is laid may be held, as a matter of common sense, to apper- 
tain to him, especially where he is laid in a place which he had himself 
chosen for the purpose. So much is this the case that, even where 
the heir lays the body in a place which is bequeathed away as a 
legacy, nevertheless the burial of the testator makes the spot 
religious, assuming that the body could not as conveniently have 
been buried somewhere else. 

6 Gaitts {on the Provmdcd Ed/iet 19) Household burial-place ” 
is the expression used of a burial-place which a man appoints for 
himself and his household; a burial-place is called “hereditary” 
where he appoints it for himself and his heirs, 

6 UiiPlANUS {on the Edict 25) or where the testator {pater- 
famUias) had acquired it by right of hereditary succession. But 
in both alike heirs and other successors of whatever kind may 
lawfully be buried and may lawfully bury, even though they should 
be heirs, whether by testament or upon intestacy, to a very small 
extent, and their co-heirs should not consent The same right is 
allowed to children and remoter descendants of either sex and of 


^ Ins. quern after smrtm. M. 
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whatever degree’^, ^yen w^en emancipated, whether they have 
become heirs or they decline the inheritance. As for disinherited 
persons, they may be buried thpmselves, simply as a matter of 
humanity, unless thb testator has expressly forbidden it, moved 
thereto by some reasonable antipathy, but»they are not at liberty to 
bury others, except their own issue. Freedmen cannot be buried, 
nor can they themselves bury [in ground that was their patron’s], 
unless they are heirs to their patron; though there have been 
patrons who have recorded by inscription that they had set up 
monuments for themselves and their freedmen. This has been 
declared by Papinianus, and the law has been often laid down to 
the same effect. 1. So long as there is a mere {pwrmn) monument, 
it may be sold or given away ; if it becomes a cenotaphium (a 
monument in memory of one who is not to be buried on the spot), 
the proper rule is that it may be sold ; as the Divine Brothers laid 
down by rescript that such a monument is not religious. 

r Gaitjs {on the Provincial Edict 19) A man who buries a 
body on another man’s ground can be compelled by an action in 
factum either to take away the body which he buried or to pay the 
price of the ground. The action can be brought by the heir, and 
also against the heir of the wrongdoer, and the right to bring it is 
not liable to be lost by lapse of time, 1. Where a man deposits a 
dead body in a stone chest, the property of another, in which there 
has been no body placed already, the proconsul allows an utilis 
actio in factum, as the party cannot exactly be said to have laid 
the body in a burial-place or on ground belonging to another. 

8 Ulpiaots {on the Edict 25) Where some stranger has 
buried bones or a body, it is matter of question whether the owner 
of the ground can dig them up or throw them out without a decree 
of the pontijices or an order from the Emperor ; and what Labeo 
says is that the permission of ike pont^ices or the Emperor’s order 
is required, without which the person who cast the remains out will 
be liable to an action for im^virioe. 1. If ground that is religious is 
averred to have been sold as profane, the Praetor allows an action 
in factum to the person concerned in the matter against the 
vendor ; the action is equally open against the [vendor’s] heir, as 
it amounts virtually to an action on a contract of sale. 2. If a 
man buries a body in ground dedicated to public use, the Praetor 
allows an action against him, if the act was done deliberately {dolo), 
and the party must be punished by the summary powers of the 

* del fUit famUicB et. M. 
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Court, though the penalty to be inflictec^ is not excessive ; if the act 
was not done deliberately, the application must be dismissed. 3. In 
connexion with this action, the expression “profane spot” {locm 
pm'us) will be allowed to comprise buildings. 4. The right of 
action is enjoyed not only by the owner, but by anyone who has a 
mwfnhct in the ground in question, or has a servitude over it, such 
persons having a right to forbid the act as well as the owner. 

5. Where a man is prevented from burying in ground in which he has 
a right to bury, he has a good right of action in factum and [he 
can ask for] an interdict, even though the resistance be made not to 
himself personally but to his agent, as, in such a case, it is held to 
be, in a cei-tain sense, to himself 

9 Gaius {on tJi£ Provincial Edict 19) When a man is pre- 
vented from burying the body or bones of a deceased person, it is 
open to him either to have recourse at once to the interdict by which 
forcible resistance is prohibited, or to bury the remains somewhere 
else and then bring an action in factum ; and by the latter he will 
get damages equivalent to the interest he would have had in 
meeting with no resistance ; this estimate will include the price of 
ground which he buys or the rent of any that he hires, or the 
value of his own ground, [this being a spot] which a man would not 
have made religious without some constraining necessity. I wonder 
indeed, considering the above, why it should be held to be 
established law that the action mentioned should not continue 
to be open in favour of the heir, nor yet against the heir of the 
wrongdoer, — as the subject of it clearly is an account establishing 
a claim for so much money ; in any case, as between the original 
parties, the right of action will not lapse. 

10 Ulpiahtts (on the Edict 25) Where a vendor of land 
reserves a burial-place with a view to the interment therein of him- 
self and his descendants, then, if he is prevented from using a road- 
way for the purpose of .burying one of his femily, he can bring his 
action ; it is in feet held that the bargain between the purchaser 
and the vendor included a reservation of a right of way over the 
land for the purpose of burial. 

11 Patous (on the Edict 27) But if a site for a monument is 
sold on the understanding that there is to be no burial there of 
persons .whom there was a right to bury, an informal agreement to 
this effect is not enough, there must be an undertaking given 
by stipulation. 
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2 TJlpiabxts {ohi the- Edic^ 25) If a man has a burial-place, but 

no right of way to the burial-place, and the neighbouring owner 
obstructs his access, then, according to a rescript of the Emperor 
Antoninus and his father, the practice is for a pathway up to the 
burial-place to be asked for as a concession and to be granted, so 
that, in cases where there is no legal easement, the right may be 
obtained by request from the owner of the adjacent land. Still this 
rescript, which affords the means of obtaining the right by request, 
does not authorize a civil action ; an application will be made to 
the Governor in virtue of his summary powers of jurisdiction {extra 
orditieni}, and he is at once bound to require that means of access 
should be conferred upon the party for a reasonable consideration, 
subject always to this, that the judge should consider the suitability 
of the site, so as to prevent any great detriment being occasioned 
to the neighbouring landowner, 1. It is provided by a decree of the 
Senate that the use of a burial-place is not to be profaned by causing 
it to be varied, in short, the burial-place is not to be made subser- 
vient to uses involving the resort of strangers. 2. The Praetor 
says : — “ As for any expense incurred^ for a funeral, I will allow an 
action to recover it against the person therein concerned.” 3. This 
pronouncement is made on very good grounds, so as to enable a 
person who has conducted a funeral to sue for what he expended ; 
as the result is to secure that bodies shall not lie unburied, and on 
the other hand that a person’s funeral shall not be conducted at the 
cost of a stranger. 4. The person who is bound to conduct the 
funeral is the one chosen by the deceased ; still, should he omit to 
conduct it, no penalty is provided for the case, unless some valuable 
consideration was left him for the purpose ; if this should be the 
case, and he still declines to comply vrith the will of the deceased, 
he is debarred the legacy. But, if the deceased made no such pro- 
vision, and the duty has not been transferred to anyone, the matter 
falls upon those appointed heirs, and, if there is no one appointed, on 
the statutable successors or the cognates, these to be taken in the 
order in which they would succeed. 5. The amount of the funeral 
expenses is determined according to the means or the rank in life of 
the deceased. 6. The Praetor or the municipal magistrate is bound 
to order the expense required for the funeral to be paid, if the 
assets include money, out of such money ; but if not, he must order 
a sale of such things as would perish by lapse of time, which it 
would impoverish the inheritance to keep ; foiling these, he must 


‘ ReadyacfJMw iat foetus. 0£ M. 
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order a sale or a pledge of gold and silver, if there is any such, so 
as to raise the amount required, ■ 

3 Gaius (oji the Provincml Edict 19) or [he may get the 
money] from debtors to the estate, if this can be easily done ; 

4 , Ulpiahus {on the Edict 25) and if anyone should obstruct 
the purchaser, so as to prevent any such property being delivered 
to him, the Prsetor is bound to intervene and to uphold whichever 
of the above measures was employed^. 1. If the deceased was a 
tenant or a lodger and no source can be found from which to pay 
for the funeral, then, as Pomponius tells us, the expense must be 
defrayed from the things “borne in and brought in” {invecta 
iUata), and if any portion of them remains over and above, it 
will be available for arrears of rent. Add^ to this that if the 
testator whose funeral is in question left any property by way of 
legacy, and there is no fund from which to pay for his ftmeral, 
recourse must be had to this property too ; it is of more importance 
that the testator’s funeral should be paid for out of his own assets 
than that some particular legatees should receive their legacies. 
Should the inheritance however only be entered upon after [a sale 
has taken place], the property sold must not be taken away from 
the purchaser, as a man who has purchased under the authority of 
the court is a bona fide possessor and Jtas the ownershi/p^. StiU a 
legatee ought not to go without his legacy, if he can be preserved 
from loss by the heir ; but, if he cannot, it is better that the legatee 
should be disappointed of gain than that the purchaser should 
suffer loss. 2. It is said by Mela that if a testator commissions 
someone to see to his funeral, and this person receives money, but 
omits to conduct the funeral, an action for dolus must be allowed 
against him ; I am of opinion however that the Praetor ought, in 
exercise of his summary powers, to compel him to conduct the 
funeral 3. The only expense which can be held to be incuri*ed on 
account of a funeral is expense^ without which the funeral could 
not be had ; for example, any cost incurred for carrying out the 
body of the deceased ; besides this, however, if money was spent on 
[the preparation of] the place where the body was to be buried, 
this expenditure, so Labeo tells us, must be held to have been 
niade on account of the funeral, as the spot must needs be made 

1 del si quid impediat ete.: the leading supposition is repeated by mis- 
take. M. 

* After sed ins. et. M. 

3 I'eur words doubtless interpolated. C£ M. and D. 50. 17. 137. 

*■ del gui ideo fmt tctfunus duecetur. M. 
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ready in which the body is to be laid. 4. An outlay which has 
been made for the s^e oforingiug home the body of one who died 
abroad is included among funeral expenses, though, so far, no 
funeral should have taken place ; and a similar remark may be 
made as to a case in which anything has been done as to keeping 
watch over a body, or even for cleansing it\ or to provide marble 
[for a monument] or dispose vestments. 5. But it is not right that 
along with the bodies there should be any ornaments placed or 
anything else of that kind in the way practised by the simpler sort. 
6. This action, which is called the actio fun&ra/ria, is founded on 
consideration of what is just and reasonable ; and it deals only with 
outlay made about a funeral, it does not include other expenses. 
The word reasonable must be interpreted by reference to the 
position in life of the person whose funeral is in question, to the 
circumstances of the case, to the time of the funeral, to the question 
of good faith, so that there must not be more charged in the way 
of funeral expenses than was really spent, nor even as much as 
was spent, if the cost incurred was immoderate in amount ; as 
account should be taken of the means of the person whose funeral 
was the subject of the outlay, and of the actual property [out of 
which the payment is to come], where there is an excessive 
consumption of it without sufficient grounds. It may be asked — 
How if the cost was incurred in accordance with the t^tator’s own 
wish ? The answer to this is that even his own wish ought not to 
be followed, if the result would be to go beyond the proper grounds 
of expenditure; the outlay, so the rule is, should be in proportion 
to the means of the deceased. 7. There are cases in which a man 
who has gone to expense on a funeral cannot recover the amount, 
as where he was moved by a feeling of duty towards the deceased, 
and did not act with the expectation of recovering what he 
expended. This was in fact laid down by rescript by the present 
Emperor. Accordingly an arbiter will have to take into account 
and weigh thoroughly the question what was the intent with wliich 
the expense was incurred ; does the party volunteer to act on 
behalf of the deceased or his heir, or in discharge of the duty laid 
on him by principles of humanity, or is he deferring to a charitable 
motive or one of family duty or private affection? Moreover we 
may go on to distinguish the degree of charitable concern felt so as 
to treat the charity or feeling of duty on the part of the person 
who held the funeral as being such that he simply buried the 
deceased in order that he should not lie unburied, without 
^ I read commtmdandtiim for commendandum-, but see Cajas, Obs. 2. 17. 
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intending to go so far as to do this at his^own expense^ ; and, if the 
judge is convinced of this, he ought noV to dismiss the defendant 
from the action ; how can a man, indeed, ever bury the body of 
one with whom he had nothing to do, without -.being actuated by 
some feeling of duty ? The proper course will therefore be for him 
to make a formal attestation stating who it is that buries and what 
is his motive, so as to avoid being afterwards examined on the 
subject 8. When sons conduct the funeral of theft father, or 
other persons act who could have been appointed heirs to the 
deceased, then, true as it is that this bare fact does not justify the 
assumption that they are acting as heirs or making entry on the 
inheritance, still, lest heirs by compulsion should be held to have 
intermeddled with the assets or other persons to have acted as 
heirs, it is the common practice for them to make an attestation 
that in holding the funeral they are moved by feelings of duty. 
Should this be done without occasion, their object wiU be held to 
be to protect themselves against being supposed to have inter- 
meddled, but not to recover their outlay ; their very assertion is to 
the effect that they held the funeral in virtue of a feeling of duty ; 
accordingly, if, besides this, they wish to recover their outlay, they 
must make the attestation go into further detail 9. Here some- 
one may possibly say that there are cases in which a certain amount 
of the expense incurred can be recovered, and so the party inciir 
the expense partly as a voluntary agent for another and partly in 
deference to a feeUng of duty. This is, on the whole, true ; and in 
such a case he will recover some part of an outlay which he did not 
intend to bestow gratuitously. 10. The judge who hears applica- 
tions founded on equitable grounds of the above nature ought in some 
cases not to allow an expenditure made at a low figure, where, for 
instance, the deceased had been a man of ample means and the 
outlay on his funeral had been kept down to a small amount by 
way of casting a slur upon his memory ; certainly the judge ought to 
take no such expenditure into accotmt, the case, that is, being that, 
in giving the deceased such a funeral, the intention was to insult 
his memory. 11. If a man holds a funeral over a deceased 
proprietor whose heir he believes himself to be, he cannot bring 
the action for funeral expenses, because he did not intend to act as 
a voluntary agent for anyone else ; such is the opinion of Trebatius 
and Proculus. StUl, I should say myself that even so the action 
should be allowed him on sufficient cause shown. 12. Labeo says 
that, where a man has some other kind of action for recovering the 

^ For fecerit read faceret. 
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cost of a funeral,® he cannot bring the actio fwneraria, and that, 
consequently, if he' has <Sie actio famUim ereiscmidce, he cannot 
bring the fwnera/iiM, though, no doubt, if the proceedings by way of 
familios crdsarndm have already been taken, the other action can 
be brought. 13. Labeo says further that if you conduct the 
funeral of the testator in spite of the heir’s prohibition, the actio 
fwii&ra/yia is open to you on good cause shown ; for instance, the 
person whom the heir forbade to act might be the testator’s son ; 
no doubt, in such a case, the plaintiff can be met with the reply — 
“then you must have held the funeral out of a feeling of filial 
duty”; — suppose however you^ made the attestation: you^ will 
then, he says, have the right to bring the actio fwwra/ria, as it is 
best, in fact, that funeral expenses should come out of the estate 
of the deceased. Again, how if the testator requested you^ to hold 
the funeral, but the heir prohibits it, in spite of which you’^ hold it, 
must you^ not, as a matter of fairness, have a good right to bring 
the action ? I should say that, as a rule, a judge who does his duty 
does not simply follow the action of negotia gesta, but applies 
equitable principles more liberally, this being something which the 
very nature of the action allows him to do. 14. However the 
Divine Marcus declared by rescript that any heir who should 
prevent the funeral being held by the person chosen by the testator 
would indeed do ill, but that there is no penalty provided by law 
to meet the case. 15. Where a man held a funeral at some other 
person’s request, he cannot bring the actio fwmraa'ia, this is open 
only to the one that made the request, whether he paid the expense 
to the person to whom he made such request or still owes it. If a 
ward made the request without the concurrence of his guardian, an 
uiUis actio fimeraria against the heir ought to be allowed the 
pereon who made the outlay, as it would be unfeir that the 
heir should be saved the expense. Where however a ward on 
whom the duty of holding the funeral falls makes the request 
without the authority of his guardian, my opinion is that the action 
ought to be allowed against him, if he is himself fully heir to the 
person whose funeral was held and the estate is solvent. On the 
other hand, if a person holds the funeral at the heir’s request, then, 
according to Labeo, he cannot bring the a^io fmicraria, because 
he has the action on mmdatum. 16. If he held the funeral as a 
voluntary agent for the heir, then, even if the latter declines to 
ratify, stai, so Labeo tells us, he can bring the a,dio Jmiera/na. 
17. The action is allowed against the person, whoever it is, on whom 
^ In text put in the first person. 
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the duty of holding the funeral falls, for; example, the heir or the 
honorwm possessor or any other successori 

PoMPONius {on SaMnus 5) A patron too^is chargeable with 
the cost of a funeral, where he applies for bonorumpossessio contra 
tabvias. 

ULPiAisncrs {on the Edict 25) 'Where anything comes to a man 
under the head of dos, the Prsetor allows an actio fwmraria 
against him ; as it was held by those of old time to be most agree- 
able to justice that the funeral expenses of women should be 
defrayed out of their dowers, as though such were their own 
property, and that the man who on the death of the woman is the 
richer by the dbs, whether father or husband of the deceased, ought 
to contribute to the funeral expenses. 

Papiniahus {Respoma 3) But if the father has not yet 
recovered the dos, the husband alone can be sued, and he can 
charge the father with whatever he pays under the head in 
question. 

JuLiAinJS {Digest 10) In feet, funeral expenses are a debt 
incurred by the dos ; 

UiiPiANTTS {on SaMnus 15) consequently the dos itself has 
to bear this debt. 

The same {an the Edict 25) Neratius asks this question : — 
Where a man who gave a dos for a woman stipulated that two 
thirds of it should be returned to him, and the other third should 
remain with the husband, and’^ afterwards agreed that the husband 
should not have to contobute anything to the funeral expenses, 
win the husband be liable to the actio funeraria ? To this he says 
that, if the stipulator himself conducted the woman’s funeral, the 
agreement will take effect and he will get nothing by the actio 
fwneraria ; but, if someone else conducted it, that person can sue 
the husband, as the agreement in question must not bar the law of 
the land. Suppose however a person gives dos for a woman on the 
xmderstanding that it is to revert to him if the woman should die 
while still under coverture, or the married life should come to an 
end in any other way, — ^wo^d he not in this case have to contribute 
to the funeral expenses ? As to this, seeing that the dos returns to 
him by the woman’s death, it may be said that he must contribute. 


^ del ut after sUpulatus, M. 
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1. If the husband is^the richer by the amount of the dos, he will be 
liable to the actio funetkria, and not the father. Still, in regard 
to this case, I should say that, if the dos is a very small one and so 
will not bear the cost of the funeral, an action ought to be allowed 
against the father for the unpaid balance. 2. If a woman who is 
not under potestas dies and her estate is insolvent, her funeral 
expenses are chargeable on the dos alone. We find this in 
Celsus. 

Paxtlxts {on the Edict 27) Where the person whose funeral 
has been held was subject to potestas, the right to bring an actio 
fmieraria exists against iha paterfotmiMas, according to his position 
and means. 

Ulpianxjs {on the Edict 25) We read in Celsus ; — on the 
death of a married woman, the funeral expenses should always be a 
charge on the dos remaining in the hands of the husband and on 
the general property of the deceased, in proportion to their 
respective values. 

PATTLirs {on the Edict 27) For example, if the dos is worth a 
hundred and the estate of the deceased two hundred, the heir 
must contribute two thirds of the expense and the husband one 
third ; 

UiiPiANtrs {on the Edict 25) and this, according to Julianus, 
without deducting legacies, 

PAtriiTJS {on the EdkA 27) or the value of slaves who are 
manumitted, 

PoMPONius {(m 8ahinm 15) or deducting debts. 

UtiPiANtrs {on the Edict 25) In this way the husband and 
the heir have to contribute to the funeral in proportion [to the 
amounts they receive]. 1. There can be no acbio funera/na against 
the husband, if he handed over the dos to his wife during the 
coverture, so Marcellus tells us, and this is a sound opinion, — that 
is to say, in those cases in which the statutes allow the husband 
to act in the way d^cribed. 2. I may add that in my opinion a 
husband can be compelled to pay by means of the actio fvmera/ria 
only to the extent of his means ; the feet is that he is the richer by 
the amoimt which he would have had to hand over to his wife if 
she had sued him. 
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POMPONius {on Sabinm 15) Should thea*e be no dos, then, 
according to Atilicinus, the whole expense ought to be paid by the 
father ; or else by the heirs of the woman, supposing, that is, she 
should be emancipated. Should the woman have left no heirs, 
and the father be insolvent, the husband, he says, can be sued to the 
extent of his means, with the object of preventing its being set 
down to his misconduct that his late wife was left unburied. 

Gaitjs (on the Provincial Edict 19) If a woman who is 
divorced marries another man and then dies, Fulcinius holds that 
the first husband is not chargeable with funeral expenses, although 
he is the richer by the amount of the dos. 1. A man who holds 
the funeral of a married woman who was under potestas has a good 
right to sue the husband, so long as the dos is not restored to the 
woman’s father ; if it has been restored, his claim will be against 
the father ; but, in any case, where the husband has been sued, he 
need hand over the less to the woman’s father by the amount 
[which he has paid the plaintiff in the action]. 

PoMPONius (on Sabinm 15) Conversely, whatever the 
father disbursed for the funeral of his [married] daughter or hands 
over in consequence of an actio fimeraria brought against him by 
another, he can recover from her husband in an action de dote. 
1. But if a married woman who has been emancipated dies during 
coverture, her heirs or honorwm possessores will have to contribute, 
and so will the father in proportion to the amount of the dos 
which he has received, and the husband in proportion to the 
amount of it by which he is the richer. 

ULPiAirtJS (on the Edict 25) Where a son under potestas is 
a soldier and possesses castrense pecidivm, I should say that the 
successors to his estate are liable in the first instance, and, after 
that, recourse must be had to the pcdcrfamiliojS. 1. A man who 
buries a slave of either sex belonging to another can bring an actio 
ftmeraria against the owner. 2. This action is not barred by the 
lapse of a year, but is perpetual ; it is allowed to the heirs and to 
successors in general, also against successors [of the deceased 
owner]. 

PAtTLUS (on the Edict 27) If one who is in possession of 
an inheritance holds the funeral, but, after that, being adjudged to 
be disentitled, omits, in handing over the estate, to deduct the 
amount of the expense which he incurred, he will have an vAiMs 
acAio fumraria. 1. If husband and wife should both die at the 
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same moment of t?ime, then, according to Labeo, this action ought 
to be allowed against th^heir of the husband in proportion to the 
amount of the dios that comes to him, the fact being that this 
liability passed to "him as bound up with the <fos. 

ULPiANtrs {cm, (he Edict 68) If a man was once heir, but 
was afterwards deprived of the inheritance as being unworthy, the 
better opinion is that his rights in connexion with burial {jura 
sepuhhrorum) remain as they were. 

Patjltjs {cm the Edict 64) Where a site is left by way of 
legacy on a condition, and the heir buries the deceased while the 
condition is pending, this does not make the spot religious. 

MAEOELLtrs {Digest 6) Our forefathers held that a man who 
came forward to ruin his country and to slay his parents and 
children was by no means one whose death need be mourned j so 
if a son killed such a father or a father such a son, they all 
held that it were no wickedness ; nay, that the doer should receive 
a reward. 

PoMPONnjs {cm Q. Mudus 26) When a place is taken by 
the enemy, everything religious or sacred loses its character, just as 
free men pass into slavery. But when places so taken are released 
from this calamitous situation, they recover the condition which 
they had originally, reverting to it by something like a kind of 
postMmmiwn. 

Maoee {cm the five per cent, successkm dut/y Statute 1) Under 
the expression “ funeral expenses ” we must understand anything 
that is spent on the body itself, for example, in the purchase of 
oi n tTnftuta, also the price of the ground in which the deceased is 
interred, or any rent that may have to be paid, and the price of the 
sarcophagus, also the hire of carriages; and, besides these, I should 
say that the cost of the funeral includes whatever is consumed in 
connexion with the dead body before it is buried. 1 . A sepulchral 
monument (according to a rescript of the Divine Hadnan) is what- 
ever is constructed by way of a muniment*, in other words, in order 
to protect the spot where the body is laid ; so that, if the testator 
ordered any extensive building to be made, as, for instance, a series 
of porticoes in a ring, such expense is not incurred for the ftmeral. 

Ulpiaetts {on aU the Courts 9) It is the duty of the 
Governor of the province to see that the bodies and bones of the 

1 Read munimenti for monummtL 
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dead are not detained or shaken about or s£» dealt with as to 
prevent their being conveyed on the public highway or buried. 

Maecianxts {Institutes 3) The Divine Brothers ordered that 
a body which was once disposed of in the way of lawful burial, that 
is to say, laid in the ground, should not be disturbed ; cmd a body 
is deemed to be laid in the ground if it is laid in a chest with the 
intention that it shall not be taken out again and put somewhere 
else. But it is not open to dispute that the chest itself may be 
lawfully moved to some more convenient place, if circumstances 
require : 

Patjlijs {Questions 3) for if a person has earned in a body 
with the sole intention of afterwards removing it to some other place, 
and so wished merely to leave it deposited where it was for a time 
rather than to carry out the regular burial or provide, so to speak, 
a lasting resting-place, the spot will remain profane. 

Oallistrattts {Institutes 2) If the place where a body is 
brought for burial belongs to seveitd co-owners, all will have to 
consent to the burial, if the deceased was a stranger ; as to such 
owners themselves, there is no doubt that any one of them may be 
properly bmied there, even though the others should not agree, 
especially if there is no other place in which the body could be 
buried. 

FLOEENTHTirs {Institutes 7) A monument is, speaking in 
general terms, a thing handed down to posterity as a memorial ; 
and if a body or remains should be laid inside it, it becomes a 
sepulchre {se^mlehruni), but if nothing of the kind is laid in it, it is 
simply a monument which is made by way of a memorial, such as 
the Greeks call a Kevord^iov. 

PAPiNlAirtrs {Questions 8) Some persons there are who, 
although they cannot make a spot religious, can sriU sue to good 
purpose for an interdict de mortuo inferendo ; for instance, a bare 
proprietor who buries a dead body in land in which someone has 
a umfrmt, or who attempts to do so ; as, if he buries the body, he 
will not make the spot a lawful sepulchre, but, if he is interfered 
with, he can very well apply for the interdict in pursuance of 
whicb^ an inquiry is held as to the ownership. Similar rules apply 
to the case of a co-owner who attempts to bury a body without the 
consent of a fellow-owner in the common land. The reason of this 


M. J, II. 


Bead qw> for qui. 
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is that, in the public interest, in order to prevent human remains 
lying unburied, the' strict principle is set aside, and, in fact, in 
practice it is occasionally disregarded in doubtful questions 
connected with ‘religion’ ; the really highest principle of all being 
held to be the one which makes for religion. 

PAXTLtrs {Questimis 3) Where burial has been made in [two] 
different places, the religious character does not attach to both, as 
there cannot be two sepulchres in consequence of the buiial of one 
person ; but, as I should say, the place that is religious is the one 
where the principal part of the body is laid, namely the head, the 
part of which a likeness is made, the part by which ^ people are 
recognized. But when leave is obtained for removal of the remains 
from one spot to another, the place ceases to be religious. 

Maeoiakus {Fideicommissa 8) Funeral expenses are always 
debited to the deceased’s estate, moreover the practice is that they 
rank befcu'e all other debts, if the estate is insolvent. 

Sc.ffivOLA (Qtiestions 2) If a man had a number of pieces of 
land and left the usufruct in every one of them separately by way 
of legacy, his body may be buried in one of them, the heir being at 
liberty to select the one and thus able to favour the other owners ; 
however, the usufructuary fixed upon must be allowed an utUis 
actio against the heir to enable him to recover an amount repre- 
senting the extent to which the usufruct is depreciated by the 
selection made. 1. If the heir of a woman buries the body of the 
deceased in land which is part of her estate, he can recover from 
her husband, where the latter is bound to contribute towards the 
cost of the funeral, an amount depending on the value of the 
ground used. 2. Where wearing apparel is left to a man, but he 
disposes of it with a view to the [testator’s] funei-al expenses, the 
present law is that he should be allowed an utUis actio against the 
heir, and that with the preferential claim. 


1 Bead unde for inde. OL M. 
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VIII. 

Ok Caketikg in a Dead Body and Bttildikg 
A Sbpttlchral Monument. 

1 Ulpianus {on the Edict 68) The Praetor says: — “Whither 
and wheresoever such a one has a right to carry in a dead body 
without your leave, I forbid the use of force to prevent him from 
being free to take the body thereto and there to bury it.” 
1. WTiere a man has a right to bury, he is not [to be] hindered 
from doing so, and it is held that he is so hindered when either 
he is prevented from taking the body on to the ground in question 
or his approach to it is obstructed. 2. The bare proprietor of the 
piece of ground can have recourse to the interdict as to carrying in 
a body ; in fact it is equally available in respect of ordinary land. 
3. Again, if I have a right of way to a plot of ground, and I wish to 
carry in a body to that plot, but my approach is hindered, the law 
is that I can take proceedings by way of this interdict, inasmuch as, 
being hindered from using the right of way, I am hindered from 
carrying in the body, and a similar rule must be held to apply where 
I have any other semtude. 4. That this is a prohibitory interdict 
is plain on the face of it. 5. The Praetor says: — “Wheresoever 
such a one has a right to carry in a body without your leave, I 
forbid force being used to prevent him from being free to erect on 
the spot a sepulchral monument, he doing the same without 
malicious intent” 6. The reason why this interdict is offered is 
that the construction and ornamentation of monuments is desirable 
in the interests of religion. 7. No one is to be hindered from 
■m aking a tomb or a monument on a spot where he has a right to do 
so. 8. A man is held to hinder the making of a structure even 
where he prevents the materials being brought to the spot which 
are required for purposes of construction. On the same principle, 
if a man prevents the necessary workmen from coming to the spot, 
the interdict will apply, also if he hinders the fixing of apparatus, 
assuming that he does so on a spot which is subject to the 
servitude ; but, of course, if you attempt to set up your appliances 
on my ground, I shall not be liable to the interdict, if, in exercise 
of my rights, I decline to allow you to proceed. 9. A man must be 
understood to construct not only when he undertakes some ft’esh 
work of his own, but equally so when his object is to execute 

17— 2 
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repairs. 10. A man who takes measures to make a sepulchral 
structure fell over is expcfsed to this interdict 

Maecelltjs (Digest 28) One of the “ Royal Statutes ” lays 
down on the death of a woman with chil4 she will not be 
buried until the unborn infant is extracted ; anyone who trans- 
gresses this rule may be said to have taken away the prospect of 
the living child in disposing of the body of the pregnant woman. 

PoMPONitrs (on Sabinns 9) If a man is erecting a sepulchral 
monument close to your house, you can serve on him a “ notification 
of novel structure,” but, when the work is finished, the only right 
of action you will have is that for an interdict quod vi aut clam. 
1. If a body is once carried in close to the house of a stranger, that 
is over the statutable limits, the owner of the house cannot after 
that prevent the person [who does it] fi’om carrying in another 
body to the same place, or from constructing a monument, if the 
act was originally done with the knowledge of such owner. 

TTt,t>tatttts (Respoma 2) The right to a burial-place is not 
acquired by long possession by one to whom it does not legally 
belong. 

The same (OpMms 1) If human remains are laid within 
some structure which is averred to be incomplete, there is no 
reason, so fer, why it should not be completed. 1. But, if the place 
is already made religious, the pontifices ought to decide how far it 
is possible to meet the need of putting the structure in proper 
condition with due regard to religion. 



TWELFTH BOOK. 


1 . 

On Things given in Ceedit whekb a Speoifio Demand is to 

BE MADE AND ON THE CONDIOTIO . 

1 Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 26) It will be to the purpose, 
before we come to explanation of the text, to say a few words as 
to the meaning of the above title itself 1. The Praetor gives 
under this title a number of rules of law dealing with contracts 
of various kinds, and it is for that reason he begins with the title 
called that of “things given in credit,” as this comprises^ every 
kind of contract which people make in reliance on the good faith 
of others ; in fact, as Oelsus says {Questiom, b. 1), the term credere 
(to give in credit) is of general application, so that under this head 
the edict of the Praetor deals with the subjects of loan for return 
and of pledge. As a matter of fact, whenever people agree to any 
arrangement in reliance on the good feith of others, and are 
thereafter to receive something, they are said, in virtue of the 
contract, to give credit. The word “thing” too {res) was chosen 
by the Praetor as being one of general application. 

2 Paulbs {on ths Edict 28) People give a mvtmm when they 
are to receive in return not the identical thing which they gave — 
or else it would be a case of commodatmn or depositvm , — ^but some- 
thing of the same kind ; were it to be of a different kind, as where 
a man is to get back wine for corn, it would not be a mvi/mm. 
1. A gift of mutuvm deals with subject-matter determined by 
weight, tale or meaisure, as people can contract a credit by a 
gift of such things as^ admit of the contract being performed by 
payment in kind instead of return in specie ; you cannot contract 
the credit with respect to other things, because it is impossible to 
pay the creditor off by ^ving him one thing in exchange for 


^ Perhaps “he includes.’ 


® Bead quae for qtda. Of. M. 
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another of a different kind, without his consent. 2. A gift of 
mvMmm is so termed because the thing becomes yours instead 
of mine {eoc meo tuum ) ; accordingly, if it should not become 
yours, the obligation does not arise, 3. It follows then that 
giving in credit differs fi’om making in the way in 

which a genus differs from an individual thing; there may be 
a good gift in credit quite apart from things which are determined 
by weight, tale and measure, so that, in fact, it is a case of a credit 
where a person is to have the identical object returned. A g ain ^ 
there can be no rmttuwm [of money] unless the money changes hands, 
but there may weU be a case of credit, even where nothing changes 
hands, as, for example, where a dos is promised after marriage. 
4. In a case of a gift of mvtuum the giver ought to be owner, and 
it is not inconsistent with this that sons under potestm or slaves 
can impose a valid obligation by advancing money which is part of 
their pecvMwm ; it is the same thing as if you were to give money 
at my request, that being a case in which I get the right of action, 
though the money was not mine. 5, People can also give credit 
by spoken words, where some positive act is added in order to create 
an obligation, such as a stipulation^ 

PoMPOitrcrs (on Sabimis 27) When people give a rrmtuum, 
even if they do not take any assurance to the effect that what is 
returned shall be equally good, still the debtor has no right to give 
in return a thing of the same kind but of irrferior quaUly, as, for 
instance, new wine in return for old ; in making a contract the 
intention of the pajrties is deemed equivalent to an express assur- 
ance, and here the intention is held to be that the loan should be 
discharged with something of the same kind and of the same degree 
of goodness as that with which it was made. 

Ulpiahtjs (on Sahinus 34) In a case where there is some 
person who has no occasion for lending at interest nor intention to 
do so, but you, having on hand a purchase of landed estate, require 
to borrow money for the purpose, though you have no wish to take 
up money on loan until you actnaUy make the purchase, whereupon 
the [aforesaid person who is the proposed] lender, having, let us 
say, some prising occasion to go to a distance, deposits the precise 
sum required in your hands, on the understanding that, if you make 
the ptorchase, you shall be liable accordingly as on a credit, [in 

1 Veiyti itipulatione. This last word is possibly in apposition to “words” in 
the preceding line, in which case the translation would bo “ e.g. by a stipulation.” 
Contra Bas. 
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such circumstances] the deposit described will be at the risk of 
the party who undertook to hold it. Wl know that, where a man 
receives some article in order that he may sell it and use the 
purchase money for his own purposes, he will hold the article at 
his own risk. 1. If a thing is given in pledge, it can, on payment 
of the money advanced, be sued for by a eondietio. Again, produce 
taken on a gi’ound which gives no laii^l title should be sued for by 
a eondlctio ; even if a tenant gathers produce after his term of five 
years has expired, it can undoubtedly be recovered by a eondicbio, 
assuming always that it was not gathered with the landowner’s 
consent ; if it was with his consent, then beyond all question there 
is no eotidictio. 2. Things which have been carried on to the 
ground by the force of a stream can be recovered in the same 
way. 

6 PoMPONius (on Sabinus 22) If you are bound to hand 
over something to me, and the thing is lost subsequently to 
some act of yours which prevents you from handing it over, it 
is recognized law that the loss falls on you. But when the 
question arises whether the act was yours, it will have to be 
considered not only whether the transfer was in your power or 
not, or whether or not you took deliberate means to prevent its 
being in your power at the time or at any time afterwards, but also 
whether there was any sufficient ground existing in consequence of 
which you were bound to know that you had to make the transfer. 

g Paxjltjs (on the Edict 28) A thing is called specific 

(certwm) when the object or the quantity which is the subject 
of an obligation is expressly pointed out, either by name or by 
some description which is equivalent to a name, and its nature 
or amount is thereby ascertained. Indeed Pedius himself says 
(StipvloMom, b. 1) that it makes no difference whether a thing 
is mentioned by its exact name or pointed out with the finger 
or described in so many words, inasmuch as those methods are 
interchangeable one of which is as effectual as another. 

7 Ulpianus (on the Edict 26) Every term that can be in- 

serted in a stipulation may be equally made part of [an agreement 
connected with] an advance of money, consequently so may 
conditions. 

8 PoMPOMtrs (Eoetracts from Plawtim 6) Thus a loan on 
mvtmm is sometimes in suspense, so as to admit of being set 
up by some subsequent matter; for instance, suppose I give 
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you a sum of mcJhsy 09 loan on the understanding that, if a 
given condition comes tb pass, the money shall become yours 
and you shall be tmder an obligation to repay me. Similarly, 
suppose the heir lends money which has been bequeathed to a 
legatee, after which the legatee declines to have it ; as it is held 
that, from the day of entry on the inheritance, the money was 
the property of the heir, so that he can sue to recover the amormt 
which he lent. We are told by Julianus that, even where the heir 
has delivered property [which had been bequeathed], the delivery 
is referred to the time when entry was made on the inheritance, 
in case the legacy or the gift to a co-heir is declined^ 

UiiPiANUS {on the Edict 26) A specific eondictio {eondictio 
certi) is open on every ground and in pursuance of every kind of 
obligation in virtue of which a specific demand can be made, 
whether the contract on which the demand arises is in its terms 
specific or not specific j as a man can lawfiiUy bring a eondictio for 
something specific in pursuance of any kind of contract, provided 
only there is an actual existing obligation ; no doubt, if the 
obligation is only to be binding on a future day or on the 
occurrence of a given condition, no action can be brought 
before the day arrives or the conditional event occurs. 1. This 
action can be brought equally well in pursuance of a legacy 
or on the lex Aquilia ; indeed the claim to recover can be 
raised by means of this action even on the ground of theft. 
Again, if proceedings are taken under a semituseonsultvm, the 
action is still open; for example, where the person who desires 
to sue is one who has acquired an inheritance imder a testa- 
mentary trust. 2. A man may be properly sued in an action of 
this kiad, whether he contracted the obligation on his own 
account or as agent for someone else. 3. Seeing then that 
the spedfle eondietio is admissible on every kind of contract, 
whether the contract was made by act, or set words, or both 
together, ^e may mention certain cases with reference to which 
it may 1^ fitly considered whether this action is suitable for the 
respective demands involved. 4. I advanced you ten, and I 
stipulated for repayment to someone else: which stipulation is 

1 Cum repvdwivm sit legatwm aut adpositum. For the last word Oty'as 
reads adquisitum, acquired, Baro agnitum, accepted, Mommsen is inclined to 
mtissum, lost. Kellinghuseu retains adpositum, as meaning a legacy to an heir, 
and refers to D. 28. 5. 17 pr. (Of. Pothier.) It is impossible to feel confidence in 
any one of these coiyeotures, but I have followed the last. Of com'se the contrast 
is then between legatvm and adpositum, not repudiatum and adpositum. 
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null and void. Can I ask for ten by way ££ condietio by the 
action under discussion, on the ground that there are two con- 
tracts in the case, one made by act, that is by the advance, 
and another by words, consequently to no purpose, since I could 
not stipulate for anothei* person ? My own opinion is that I can. 
5. It is a similar case if I take a promise by stipulation from a 
ward without the concurrence of his guardian, having advanced 
him the money with such concurrence ; in this case, too, I shall 
stiU have a condietio in virtue of the advance. 6. A similar^ 
question may be asked if we suppose that I have advanced you 
money, and I stipulate for repayment of it on the occurrence 
of some impossible conditional event; as, while the stipulation 
is null and void, the condietio will remain open. 7. Again, if 
I advance money to a man who is afterwards put under an 
interdict as to his property, and then I make a stipulation with 
him, I should say that his case is like that of a ward, as in feet 
he can acquire [rights] by stipulation too. 8. If I advance my 
own money on your behalf, as if it were yours, you being at 
the time absent and unaware of the fact, Aristo tells us that the 
condietio can be brought by you ; Julianus, too, being consulted 
on the point, says (b. 10) that Aristo’s opinion is sound, and that 
there is no doubt that if I give my money on your behalf at your 
request, you acquire the obligational claim, in fact, it, happens 
every day that a man who wishes to lend money requests someone 
else to be lender in his name and so advance it to the person who 
is to become his, the requesting party’s, debtor. 9. I deposited 
with you the sum of ten, after which I allowed you to make use of 
the money ; Nerva and Proculus hold that I can bring a condietio 
for it against you, as on a mviwmm, even before you have taken it 
up, and this is perfectly sound, as Marcellus himself holds, in fact 
you have^ become possessor in virtue of your intention®. It follows 
that the risk is transferred to the person who asked for the loan, and 
he can be sued in a condietio. 

10 The same {on the Edict 2) If, on the other hand, I gave 
you leave originally, on depositing the money with you, to make 
use of it, if you wished, [the same authorities hold] that there is 
no loan until you take up the money, as, before that, it is not 
certain that any debt will be contracted. 


For item read idem. 

* In the text “he has.” ® In the test “his.” 
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The same (m, Edict 26) You request me to lend you 
a sum of money. Not Ifaving it by me, I give you a dish or a 
quantity of gold for you to sell it and make use of the money you 
receive. If you sell it, I should say that there is a good loan of 
the money. But if, before selling the dish or the gold, you lose 
it without any negligence of yours, the question may be asked 
whether the loss fells on you or on me. For my own part I 
think the distinction made by Nerva is a vei’y sound one, who 
holds that it makes a great difference whether or not I had the 
dish or the gold for sale, and that, if I had, the loss falls on me, 
just as if I had put it in the hands of someone else for him 
to sell it; but that, if it was not my intention to sell it, and 
my only object with reference to the sale of it was to enable 
you to use [the purchase-money], the loss falls on you, more 
especially if I let you have it without charging you any interest 
1. If I give you ten on the understanding that you shall owe me 
nine, Proculus says, and very rightly, that in law you are my 
debtor for no more than nine. But if I give the ten for you to 
owe me eleven, Pi^oculus holds that there can be no action to 
recover more than ten. 2. If a runaway slave lends you money, 
the question is asked— can his owner bring a condietio to recover 
it from you? As to this, if my slave, being one who is allowed 
free management of his pecvliwm, lends the money to you, this 
is a good loan ; but a runaway slave, or indeed any slave who 
lends money against the will of his owner, does not thereby 
pass the property in it. Then what is the upshot? The coins 
can be claimed at law, if they are to be found, on the other hand, 
if you part with the possession of them maliciously, there can 
be an action for production of them; but, if you have spent them 
without fraudulent intent, I can bring a condietio for them. 

PoMPOOTcrs {Extracts from Plcmtim 6) If you accept money 
by way of a loan from a person who is in fact a lunatic, but 
you suppose him to be of sound mind, and the money is bestowed 
in your interest, hereupon, according to Julianus, the lunatic 
acquires a right of cortMcUo-, the law being that everything 
which is a good ground of action for a man who is not aware 
of the fects is equally so for a lunatic. Again, if a man who 
made a loan to a slave [owned by another] becomes a lunatic, 
and the slave thereupon spends the money in the interest of 
his owner, there is a good right of condietio to recover it on 
behalf of the lunatic; and if anyone advances by way of loan 
money belonging to another, and after that he becomes a 
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lunatic, and the money is spent, a right to bling a condictio is 
acquired by the lunatic. 

13 TlT.PTATfTTa {on the Edict 26 ) There is no doubt that, if a thief 
advances you money by <(vay of a loan, he does not pass you the 
property in it ; still, if the money is spent, a right of condictio 
arises. 1. Hence Papinianus says {Questwm, b. 8), “if I lend you 
somebody else’s money, you are not liable to airy action at my 
hands until you spend the money.” He then asks the question 
whether, if you spend the money portion by portion, I have a 
right to sue for it portion by portion, and his answer is that I 
have, if I have been informed tW the money had not been mine 
and I sued for a portion only because I had not yet discovered that 
the whole was spent. 2. If a slave owned in common lends ten, I 
should say that, whether the slave has been given the free disposal 
of his pecvlivm or not, if the money is spent, an action for 
five is open to each co-owner; we are told by Papinianus 
that, if I lend you a hundred pieces of money which I have in 
common with another, I have a good condictia for fifty, even 
where each separate coin was owned in common. 

14 The same {on the Edict 29) If a son under potestas borrows 
money in contravention of the Senatuseormdtwin [Macedonianum] 
and repays it, whereupon his pcder/amUias brings a vi/ndimtio to 
recover the pieces of money, no exeeptio can be pleaded in bar 
of his claim ; but, if the money has been spent by the lender, 
then, according to MarceUus, there is no right of eonduMo, as a 
condictio is only allowed where the money was advanced under 
circumstances such that there would have been a right of action, 
if the property [in the coins] had passed to the person who re- 
ceived them, but this is not the case in the present instance. We 
may add that where money is lent in contravention of the Senatus- 
conmltwm and is repaid by mistake, the better opinion is that 
there is no right of action to recover it. 

15 The aAMm {on the Edict 31) There are a number of special 
rules of law observed as to loans of money. If I order my debtor 
to hand to you the money which he owes me, you become answerable 
to me, though the money you received was not noine. This being 
acknowledged law in the case of two persons, a similar rule must 
be applied where there is only one, so that, where you owe me 
money on the ground of a mcmdate and you and I agree that you 
shall keep it in your hands as upon a loan, the construction is 
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that the money "Was paid me and then passed from my hands 
to yours. # 

6 Paitlus {an th^ Edict 32) If a co-owner of money advanced 
money of his own by way of loan, there is no doubt that the 
loan is complete though his fellow-owners refused to give their 
consent ; but if he advanced money that was owned in common, 
he does not effect a valid loan, unless the others give their con- 
sent too, as he had no right to dispose of more than his own 
share. 

.7 TJlpiakus {Disputations 1) Where a son under potestas 

who was living at Rome in order to pursue his studies lent 
money forming part of his travelling allowance, Scsevola ex- 
pressed the opinion that he could get relief by means of pro- 
ceedings extra ardinm,. 

,8 The same {Disputations 7) If I hand you money by way 

of making you a gift, and you accept it by way of a loan, then, 
as we read in Julianus, there is no gift made ; but the question 
whether there is a loan is a point to consider. My ovm opinion is 
that there is no loan either, and on the whole I should say the 
money does not become the property of the person who took it, as 
his view of the transaction, when he took it, was not the same as 
mine. Consequently, if he spends the money, however much he is 
liable on a condietio, still he may very weU plead dohis, by way of 
exceptio, seeing that the money was spent in accordance with the 
will of the giver. 1. If I hand you the money by way of deposit 
and you take it by way of loan, there is neither a deposit nor 
a loan ; and we may say the same where one^ gives the money by 
way of a loan for consumption {vnvMwrn) and the other® takes it as 
a loan for use, with the object of making a display with it ; but in 
both cases alike, if the money is spent, there is good ground for a 
condicbio without any excep^o founded on dolus. 

9 JtrLiAsrcrs {Digest 10) An advance of money does not, as a 
matter of course, bind the man who takes it, it only does so where 
the very object is that he should be bound at once. For instance, 
a man who gives money by way of a donaMo mortis causa no 
doubt advances money, but this will not put the party receiving 
under liability, except in a case where an occurrence takes place on 
which such liability was made to depend, for example that of the 
donor recovering from his illness or the donee dying first. Again, 
1 In the text “you.” “ In the text “ I.” 
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if money is given in order that something or q^er should be done, 
then, as long as it is a matter of oncertaiwty whether it will be done 
or not, there will be no liability ; but, as soon as it becomes certain 
that it will not be done, the party who received the money will be 
liable ; thus, if I give IStius ten on the understanding that he wiU 
manumit Stichus by the first of the next month, then, before that 
day, I shall have no right of action, but when it has passed I can 
bring an action, provided always, that is, the slave has not been 
manumitted. 1. If a ward, without the concurrence of his guardian, 
lends money or hands it over in payment of a debt, then, if the 
money is spent, he has a right of condietio, or is discharged of the 
debt, [as the case may be,] and that on no other ground than this, 
that the money appears to have come to the hands of the person 
who received it by the act of the ward ; accordingly, if the person 
who received the money in question as a loan or as payment of a 
debt hands it on to someone else by way of loan or payment, then, 
if the latter spends the money, the person first mentioned is liable 
to repay the sum to the ward, or must hold the ward discharged of 
his debt, as the case may be, and he will have a good claim against 
the party to whom he gave the money, or wiU be discharged of his 
debt to him. In short, the nile is that a man who hands over the 
money of another by way of loan, will, if the recipient spends it, 
have a good claim against him, and it is equally true that one who 
gives money by way of paying a debt will be discharged from all 
claim by the party who receives it. 

20 The same {Digest 18) If I make a gift of money to you for 
you to lend me the same money, will this be a loan ? My answer 
was that where a case is put in such language as this, people do not 
use their terms correctly, as a contiuct such as mentioned is neither 
a gift nor a loan of money ; it is not a gift, because the intention in 
giving the money is not that it shall remain in the hands of the party 
receiving it at all events ; and it is not a loan, because the money is 
handed over rather by way of getting rid of a debt than of subject- 
ing another party to an obligation. Accordingly, if a person who 
received money [from me] on condition that he should lend me the 
same does hand me the money so received, this will not be a 
loan, as I ought rather to be held to have received what is 
my own. This is the construction to give if we are to noaintain the 
strict meaning of the words used : — ^no doubt the more indulgent 
rule is that both transactions are valid. 

21 The sam-b! {Digest 48) Some have held the opinion that a 
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man who sues for t^n cannot be compelled to take five and cany 
on his action for the balance, and, on the other hand, if he asserts 
that a given estate is his, that he can equally little be compelled to 
confine his demand>to a part of it ; still in both cases it is held that 
the Praetor wiU be acting more indulgently if he compels the 
plaintiff to accept what is offered him, seeing that it is part of 
his official duty to keep down litigation. 

22 The same iEsetracts from Minidus 4) A loan of wine was 
made and legal proceedings were taken to recover it ; and the 
question arose to what time the valuation to be made of the wine 
should refer, the time when it was handed over to the bonwer, or 
when he joined issue, or when judgment was given. Sabinus gave 
the opinion that if it had been agreed at what time the wine should 
be restored, the value assessed should be that which the wine bore 
then; if no meh agreement had been made, it shmld be the value 
it bore when^ the action was brought. I asked to what locality 
the valuation should refer. He replied that if it had been 
agreed that restoration should be made at some particular place, 
the valuation should follow the price at that place ; if this had not 
been settled, it should be according to the place where the action 
was brought. 

23 Aericaitus (Questions 2) If a slave is left by way of legacy 
to you, and I thereupon take possession of him and sell him as if 
he were left to me, then, according to Julianus, if he dies, you have 
a good right of emidictio against me for the purchase money, on 
the ground that I have become the richer out of your property. 

24 Ulpiantts (Pandeotoe) If a man stipulates for a specific 
thing, he does not acquire thereby the action eas stipu^atu, he 
must sue for it by the condictitious action by which a demand is 
made for a specific thing. 

26 The same (m the Office of Gommlar Men) A lender who 
advances money for the purpose of restoring buildings has a 
preferential demand for repayment of the money lent. 

J6 T3BDE aAME (Opinions 5) If a man who is procwrator for 
a soldier lends the soldier’s money and takes a sm’ety for re- 
payment, the law is that a right of action is allowed to the soldier 
to whom the money belonged, by analogy with the case of the 
guardian of a boy or the curator of a young man who stipulates 
for repayment of a loan of the money of either of them. 

* Supplied from Basilica, v . M. 
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27 The !=iAivni! {on the Edict 10) A town ^corporation (civitm) 

can be bound in pursuance of a loan fnade to it, provided the 
money is employed for its benefit ; otherwise the town will not 
be liable, but only the individuals who were parties to the 
contract. ' 

28 Gaitts (on the provincial Edict 21) A lender who has taken 
insufficient security does not on that account lose the right to de- 
mand payment of so much of the debt as is in excess of the value 
of the security. 

29 Paultis (cm Plautius 4) Where a man employs his slave 
as an agent in business (institor), it may be feirly maintained, 
according to Julianus, that the employer is liable accordingly 
to be sued in a condictio, the construction being that the slave’s 
contracts are made by the order of the person who appointed 
him. 

30 The same (on Plautim 5) Where a man who intends to 
take up a loan of money makes a formal promise to the person who 
is to lend it that he will repay it, he has it in his power to avoid 
liability by declining to accept it. 

31 The same (on PlavJtim 17) Where a condietio has been 
brought to recover an estate or a slave, I believe the present law 
is that after joinder of issue all accessions (causa) must be handed 
over, that is to say, everything which the plaintiff would have had, 
if the property had been given up at the moment when issue was 
joined. 1. I made a hona-fide purchase of your slave from a man 
who had stolen him, I not knowing the facts ; the slave himself 
bought a boy^ with money which was part of the pecuUmn which 
he had with you, and the boy was delivered to me. Sabinus and 
Cassius hold that you can sue me for the boy in a condietio ; but 
that, if I am at all out of pocket by the transaction in wliich the 
slave engaged, I have a right of action in my turn against you. 
Which is quite correct ; Julianus himself says that he is inclined to 
think that the owner [of the slave] has the whole right of action 
founded on the purchase [of the boy], but the vendor can sue the 
honorfide purchaser in a condietio [to have the boy handed over]. 
With regard to the money which came out of the peeuMwm, if the 
coins are to be found, the owner of the slave can have a mndicatio 
for them, though he is liable to an action de peeudio at the hands 
of the vendor for payment of the price ; but, if they are spent, 

1 hominem. 
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there is an end of i^e action de pmHio. However Julianas should 
have added that the ven<^r is liable to the owner of the slave, in an 
action on the purchase [of the boy] only on the terms of such owner 
paying him the whole price, as well as whatever woxdd have been 
owing to him, if he had made his bargain with a free man. The 
same rule holds where I pay [the purchase money] to a hona-fide 
possessor [instead of the thief], provided always I am ready to assign 
to the true owner any right of action which I have against such 
possessor. 

32 Cblstjs {Digest 5) If you ask Titius and me to lend you 
money, whereupon I order my debtor to promise you to advance it, 
and you then make the stipulation under the impression that he is 
debtor to Titius, are you bound to [repay] me ? I hesitate to say 
so, if you contracted no bargain with me, still I almost think that 
you are bound ; not because I lent you money, as this cannot be 
the case where there is no agreement between the parties, but 
because money of mine came into your hands, and accordingly it is 
right and just that you should restore it to me. 

33 MoDESTiisrtrs {Pandeetoe 10) It is provided by imperial con- 
stitutions that Governors of a province and members of their suites 
should not enter into business or lend money or practise usury. 

34 PaOTjUS {Setiteiices 2 ) The offidals who attend the Governor 
of a province, inasmuch as their office is permanent, are free to lend 
money and to practise usury. The Governor of a province is 
not forbidden to borrow money at interest. 

35 MoDESTiNtJS {Responsa 3) The risk in respect of demands 
on debtors feUs on the person by whose negligence the risk itself 
can be shown to have been intensified. 

30 jAVOLEKtrs {Epistles 1) You owed me a sum of money 
unconditionally, and you have promised Attius, at my request, to 
pay it to him, subject to a condition. So long as this condition 
is pending, your liability to me is exactly what it would have been 
if you had promised* me the money subject to the alternative con- 
dition ; and, that being the case, my question is — ^will an action on 
my part while the condition is pending produce no result? The 
answer was^: — ^I have no doubt that the® money for which I 

I For Bpopondisti read ipopondmeg. Of. M. 

* The answer is put in the mouth of the interrc^tor as if it were his own 
opinion. 

® For mea read ea. CL M. 
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stipulated unconditionally will remain on loiin to you, even if 
the condition has not come to pass in Which Attius is concerned, 
Attius having, with my consent, stipulated for payment of the same 
sum, subject to a condition ; as the case is the Same as if no stipu- 
lation [on the part of Attfhs] had been made in the matter ; at the 
same time, so long as the event of the condition is in suspense, I 
cannot sue for the money, because, it being uncertain whether it may 
not come to be owing in pursuance of the latter stipulation, my suit 
must be held to be premature. 

37 Papinianus {De^fmdtions 1) Where a condition refers to the 
time at which the contract is made, the stipulation is not suspended, 
and, if the conditional event is an actual fact, the stipulation is 
binding, even though the parties to the contract should not be 
aware that it is binding. For example, suppose the stipulation 
should be — “ do you promise to give me a hundred if the king of 
the Parthians is living ? ” The rule is the same even where the con- 
dition refers to past time. 

38 {Questions 1) In short,, regard must be had to the 
question whether, so far as human nature admits, it can be known ^ 
that the money will be owing ; 

39 Pajpiniahus {Definitions 1) accordingly, the proviso only 
acquires the force of a condition when it is referred to future 
time. 

40 Paultts {Questions 3) There was read in the court of .®milius 
Papinianus, Prefect of the Prmtorium and learned in the law, a 
written promise such as follows : — “ I, Lucius Titius, have set down 
in writing that I have received from Publius Msevius fifteen 

as a loan paid down to me at the house of the same, and Publius 
Msevius stipulated and I Lucius Titius promised that the said fifteen 
in good money should be duly paid on the first day of the next 
month {Kodmdis fiutwris). If on the day above mentioned^ the 
[said] sum of money shall not have been given and paid to Publius 
Msevius, or to whatever person shall have a right thereto, nor 
security have been given in that behalf, then, for such time there- 
after as 1 am in arrears with the payment, Publius Msevius stipulated 
and I Lucius Titius promised that there shall be given by way of 
penalty for every thirty days and for every hundred dema/rii one 
dmmius. And we have both agreed that to Dubliue Mcevius out 

^ IS'oT scire rood sciri. 

2 Ins. supra scripta after die, M. 



274 


On Things given, in Credit [book xn 

of the sum above^mmUoned^ I shotild be bound to repay every 
month three hundred deharii out of the whole sum to him or to his 
heir.” A question was asked as to the obligation to pay interest, as 
the number of modths which was allowed for payment had passed 
by. My answer was as follows : — As a ’supplementary agreement 
{pactum) which is made at once is regarded as part of the stipula- 
tion, it follows that the present case may be treated as though the 
promisee, after stipulating for a given sum of money to be paid every 
month, had then made an additional agreement for interest in pro- 
portion to the delay in paying the instalments ; consequently, I said, 
at the end of the first month interest on the first instalment would 
be due, and, in the same way, after the second and third periods, the 
interest on the respective unpaid amounts due by way of instalment 
would begin to mount up, but interest could not be demanded on 
any unpaid principal before the time at which a demand could be 
made of such principal itself. Some however maintained that the 
added agreement referred only to the payment of principal, not of 
interest too, the latter having been made the subject of a stipulation 
in plain terms in the previous clause, and this agreement, they said, 
would only furnish ground for an exeeptio, so ttet, if the money were 
not paid % the promised instalments, interest was due from the day 
of the stipulation, just as if this had been expressed in so many 
words. But the time to sue for the principal having been post- 
poned, it follows that interest is due too as from the day when the 
debtor began to be in defatilt, and assuming, in accordance with the 
last mentioned opinion, that the agreement would only lead to an 
exeeptio , — though this was not the view finally adopted, — still, as a 
matter of strict law, the obligation to i)ay interest will not be en- 
forceable, as a man is not in default where he has an exeq}tio 
which is a good bar to a demand for the debt Of course, people 
do stipulate for some quantity to be furnished on the occurrence of 
a conditional event, but one which is got together in the meantime, 
as occurs in the case of the produce of land, [and] a similar provision 
may be expressly made as to intei’est too, so that, if the money is not 
paid by the day, what® is coming in the way of interest may be 
payable as from the day when the stipulation was made. 

AfbiCAXXJS {Quesitions 8) A person having employed in one 
of the provinces his slave Stichus as an accountant, his testament 
was read at Kome, by which the same Stichus was given his freedom 

1 VoT pro read Pvlblio (o£ M.) : but the words in italics are interpolated. M. 

* For qvo read quad. 0£ M. 
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and appointed Leir in respect of a share of the te-itator’s estate ; but 
Stichus still collected debts due to the deceased and also lent money, 
therewith on various occasions making stipulations for repayment 
and taking security, without being aware of hiS change of status. 
An opinion was asked as th how the law stood in the matter. The 
view held was that any debtors who had paid him had a good 
discharge, wherever they had themselves been unaware of the 
decease of his [late] owner; but with regard to such sums of 
money as had come to Stichus’s hands, his co-heira had no right 
to ask for an action famiUice erdscmidm, but one of tiegotia gesta 
only ought to be allowed. As to money which he had himself lent, 
the property in this only passed to an extent proportional to the 
share which he had in the inheritance ; seeing that, even if I hand 
money to you for you to lend it to Stichus, [sic : qumre Mcevius ?] 
and you give it him after my death, of which you are unaware, 
you will not pass the property in it ; as a matter of fact, however 
much it may accord with acknowledged law that debtors who 
pay Stichus get a good discharge, it is not established law that 
he can pass the property in monies which he lends. If therefore 
there were no stipulation for repayment in the case, the money 
could not be sued for in respect of the shai'e of a co-heir as money 
lent, nor could the securities be retained. If however Stichus went 
on to make a stipulation for repayment, an important question would 
be in what form he made it ; as, if, for example, he stipulated ex- 
pressly in favour of his master Titius, then dead, the stipulation 
would beyond all doubt be inoperative, but if he stipulated for re- 
payment to himself, the proper view was that he acquired the 
benefit of such stipulation for the inheritance ; the rule being that 
just as where free men or slaves of strangers are held to service in 
good faith, any acquisition which they make through the property 
of their reputed owners goes to these latter, so too acquisitions made 
through anything which is part of the inheritance are made for the 
inheritance itself. But after entry on the part of the co-heirs on the 
inheritance, the above does not apply to its fcdl extent, at any rate 
where they know that Stichus was made co-heir along with them, 
since in that case they cannot be regarded as hona-fide possessors, 
as they have not so much as any intention of possessing at all. 
If however the case put before us is that of the co-heirs being un- 
aware of the fiicts, for instance because they were themselves in the 
position of heirs by compulsion, the above answer may still be given, 
in which case the matter will come to this, that, if the slave in 

18—2 
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question has co-h^rirs of his own class, they will all be held to 
service in good faith to«one another reciprocally. 

42 Celsus (Digested) If I stipulate for ten from Titius and then 
go on to stipulate from Seius for the amqunt by which what I can 
get from Titius falls short of his debt, then, if I sue Titius for ten, 
this is no discharge to Seius, or else Seius’s undertaking to me is of 
no use ; but if Titius complies with the order of the Court, Seius's 
liability will be at an end. But if I sue Seius, then, whatever the 
amount is by which what I can get from Titius at the time when issue 
is joined between Seius and me falls short of his debt, so much the 
less can I sue Titius for afterwards. 1. Labeo says as follows : — if 
you stipulate that the promisor shall make sure that ten are given, 
you cannot put in your statement of claim that the promisor is 
bound to give ten, as he can still be discharged of his promise by 
providing a more substantial debtor ; in short Labeo’s meaning is 
that the promisor cannot be compelled to join issue if he offers to 
find a substantial debtor. 


11 . 


Ok Sweakikg ak Oath, whether Voluntary, 
Compulsory or Judicial. 

1 Gaius (on the Provincial Edict 5) A very great resource has 

come into use, in order to the despatching of cases before the 
Courts, consisting of the religious feeling attached to an oath, by 
means of which disputes are decided either in pursuance of an 
agreement between the parties themselves or else on the authority 
of the judge. 

2 Paulus (on the Edict 18) The taking of an oath wears the 
appearance of a compromise, and there is more weight attached to 
it than to a judgment. 

3 Ulpianus (on the Edict 22) The Prsetor’s words are : — 
Where the party against whom proceedings are had takes an 

oath, on such terms being offered ” etc. By the party against whom 
proceedings are had we must understand the defendant himself. 
The additional words — “ such terms being offered — ^are not super- 
fluous, as if the defendant should take the oath vrithout anyone 
tendering it to him, the Prsetor will pay no heed to the oath so 
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taken, the party swears to himself ; were it »etherwise, anybody 
who has no scruples about swearing^* would betake himself 
to the expedient of swearing an oath, though no one tendered 
it, and so rid himself of the bm*den of meting an action at 
law. 1. Whatever kind *of action it is in which a man is sued, 
if he take the oath, he will get the benefit of it, whether the 
proceedings are in perscmami or in rem or in factum or taken 
by way of a penal or any other kind of action or for an interdict. 
2. Add that if the subject of the oath is the status of anyone, the 
Praetor will uphold the oath : suppose, for instance, I tender the 
oath and you swear that you are not subject to my potestas , — ^your 
oath must be regarded. 3. Accordingly, Marcellus has it that an 
oath may even be sworn on such a point as whether such and such 
a woman is with child or not, and the parties must abide by the 
oath ; lastly he says that, where the inquiry is as to possession, the 
oath must be decisive ; where, for instance, a woman claims to take 
possession of property on the ground of pregnancy, and, the other 
party repudiating her claim, either she swears that she is pregnant, 
or the other side swears the contrary ; in which case, if she her- 
self swears, she can take possession without misgiving, and if the 
oath is in contradiction of her claim, she cannot do so, even though, 
as a matter of fact, she should be pregnant ; and, so Marcellus 
tells us, the woman who takes the oath will get the full benefit of 
it, so as not to be subjected to proceedings on the ground that she 
had taken possession as on behalf of an unborn child on a false 
pretence, nor to be exposed to disturbance when in possession. 
As to whether the oath avails to such an extent as to preclude 
inquiry, after a child is bom, into the question whether the person 
whose child it is said to be is the father or not, this is a point 
discussed by Marcellus ; who holds that there ought to be an 
inquiry into the actual fact, because the oath does not benefit nor 
prejudice any third person ; accordingly the oath of the mother 
will not benefit the child, nor will any prejudice be occasioned if 
the mother tenders the oath and it is thereupon asserted on oath 
that she is not pregnant by such and such a man. 4. The oath 
must be taken as tendered : there is no doubt that if I tender an 
oath for you to swear by God, and you swear by your own head 

4 Pattlijs {on the Edict 18) or the heads of your sons, 

5 TJlplantjs {on dm Edict 22) such an oath will not be held 
good ; but if I required you to swear by your own salvation and 

^ After quisque ina adjurcmdum. M. 
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you swear accordii|gly, we must abide by it. Every kind of oath 
that is lawful at all which anyone desires to have taken for his 
behoof is to the purpose, and if it be taken accordingly, the Praetor 
will uphold it 1. •The Divine Pius laid down that if an oath were 
sworn in accordance with some private superstition the parties must 
abide by it. 2. The oath being once taken, no other question is 
asked than whether the party really swore, and the point whether 
anything is owing is disregarded, this being treated as sufficiently 
settled by the oath itself. 3. However, where a man tenders an 
unlawful oath, I mean an oath pertaining to a religion subject to 
State disapproval, it may fairly be asked whether the case should 
not be treated as though no oath had been taken : — which on the 
whole I should say is the right view. 4. If no oath is taken, and 
the oath is not waived, the case must be treated as though the 
matter had never been referred to decision by oath at all. 
Accordingly, if the party is willing to take the oath on a subsequent 
occasion, such an oath will not bestead him, as it is not taken in 
pursuance of the tender. 

6 PATjiiiTS {on, the Edict 19) A man is said to waive an oath 
where he first tenders it, but, the other party being prepared to 
swear, he dispenses with the oath, being satisfied with the willing- 
ness which the other shows in accepting it ; but if the party to 
whom it was tendered did not accept it, then, even if he should 
subsequently be prepared to swear, but the plaintiff should not 
choose to tender the oath, it toU not be held to be waived ; an 
oath can only be waived if it has been accepted. 

7 Ulpianus {on the Edict 22) The Praetor’s words are : — 
“ For a thing as to which an oath has been tendered I will allow 
no action either against the party himself or against the person to 
whom the thing now belongs.” The word ‘thing’ must be understood 
to apply whether an oath has been taken as to the whole property 
at stake or only a portion of it ; what the Praetor promises is that 
he will not allow an action about a matter as to which am oath has 
been sworn, either against the party who swore or against those 
who succeed to the position of the one to whom the oath was 
tendered, 

8 Patjlus {on the Edict 18) even if they succeed to the 

property : 

9 IjLMAinjs {on the Edid 22) the rule being that, after the 
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oath is once sworn, leave to bring an action is refused; or, if there 
is any dispute, that is, if it is contested yhet&br or not the oath 
was taken, the party has an exceptio. 1. The oath having been 
taken or waived, the defendant will have gained, a right of exceptio 
available on his own behalf and on that of some others, and the 
plaintiff acquires a right of action in which the only point into 
which inquiry is made is whether he swore that such and 
such a thing ought in law to be given him or, whereas he was 
prepared to swear, the oath was waived. 2. If judgment is 
pronounced against a man after the oath is sworn, in a case 
involving infamy, the better opinion is that infamy is incurred. 
3. Where a man who was under a liability to me exposing him to 
an action the right to which would expire by lapse of time tenders 
the oath for me to swear that he is bound to pay, and I swear that 
he is, he will not be discharged by expiration of the time, because, 
after joinder of issue in the action against him, his liability becomes 
perpetual. 4. If one under twenty-five tendei's the oath, and 
declares that advantage has been taken of him in respect of thia 
very fact, the exceptio founded on the oath ought to be met on his 
part with a replicatio ; so Pomponius says. However I should say 
that such a replicatio ought not to be allowed as a matter of 
course ; I think, in most cases, the Praetor ought himself to go 
into the question whether advantage was taken of the minor, and 
give [or withhold] restitution in integrtm according to the result 
of his inquiry ; it does not follow, when a party is a minor, that 
simply by showing this fact he proves that he has been over- 
reached. It should be added that the replication^ or inquiry 
referred to ought not to go beyond the prescribed time after the 
minor’s twenth-fifth year is ended. 5. Again, if a man tenders an 
oath to a debtor in fraud of his own creditors, and an exceptio 
founded on the oath is pleaded to actions brought by the creditors, 
the latter must be allowed a replication of fraud : moreover, if a 
man, with fraudulent intent, tenders the oath to a creditor for the 
latter to swear that he has a good demand for ten, and afterwards, 
when his goods have been sold for insolvency, he wishes to bring 
an action, either leave to bring the action must be refused or else 
he can be met with the exceptio of its being a fraud on his creditors. 
6. We are told by Julianus that where the oath is taken by an 
agent for the defence, whether voluntary or appointed, the same 
being tendered by the plaintiff, such oath is a valid defence and 
will furnish a good exceptio to the principal Accordingly a 

^ In text exe^Uo. 
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similar rule holds where I appoint an agent to sue, and, on the 
defendant tendering the ^oath, he swears tliat my demand is good, 
as this gives me a right of action. This is a reasonable view. 
7. If the claimant ipetitor) has sworn, on the oath being tendered 
by the possessor, that the property is his, as plaintiff (actor) he 
will be allowed to bring an action ; but this is only against the 
party who tendered the oath or those who have succeeded to his 
position ; should he, on the other hand, desire to enjoy in an action 
against anyone else the advantage acquired by swearing, his oath 
will be of no use to him ; 

10 Paulus (on the Edict 18) as a transaction had between two 
particular persons must not be allowed to prejudice a third 
party. 

11 Ulpiantts {on the Edict 22) But if the oath is tendered to 
a possessor, and he swears that the property does not belong to 
the plaintiff, then, as long as he is in possession, he can, for the 
purpose of meeting any action brought by the party who tendered 
the oath, plead such oath by way of exceptio ; but, if he should 
lose the possession, he will have no right of action [on the same 
oath], not even if the party who tendered the oath to him is in 
possession : he never swore that the thing was his, but only that it 
did not belong to the other. 1. Accordingly, if, when he was in 
possession, the plaintiff tendered him the oath, and he swore that 
the thing luas his, the rule is, in keeping with the above, that, even 
if he should lose possession, and tliereupon the party who tendered 
the oath should acqidre it, he [the one who swore] will have a 
right to an action in factum. Moreover it is held that the produce 
derived from a thing which I have sworn to be mine ought to be 
given up to me, and there is no doubt that children bom from 
female slaves and the young of cattle ought to be given up, after 
the oath is tendered. 2. Similarly, if I take the oath to the effect 
either that the usufruct in anything belongs to me or that it ought 
to be conveyed to me, I continue to have a right of action for so 
long time as the usufruct itself would last, if I were actually 
enjoying it, but in those cases in which the usufruct would be lost, 
I have no right of action. Again, if the party swears that he has 
a usufruct or has a right to have one conveyed to him in things in 
which no usufruct can be constituted, because it would consume 
the whole substance, I hold the opinion that the legal operation of 
the oath must be maintained, so that I should say that even then 
he must be held to have taken a valid oath, and that, in virtue of 
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the same, he can demand the usufruct on offering the [regular] 
undertaking. 3. If there is a dispute as to an fnheiitance between 
you and me, and I swear that the inheritance is mine, I have a 
right to whatever I should get if judgment had been given in my 
favour in an action for tlie inheritance ; so that you are bound to 
hand over not only the things which you had in your possession at 
the time, but besides them any that came into your possession 
afterwards, and as much account is to be made of the oath sworn 
by me as if my case had been proved ; accordingly, I have a 
right to an utilis actio. But if I were in j)ossession in pursuance 
of a title to the inheritance, and you took proceedings to recover it 
from me, I ought, after taking the oath in answer to your claim, to 
be allowed to plead such oath by way of exceptio. Of course, if 
some third person takes proceedings against me to recover the 
inheritance, then there is no doubt, as Julianus himself tells us, 
that the oath will be of no use to me. 

12 Julianus {Digest 9) A similar rule holds where I desire to 
sue anyone else who is in possession of things which are part of 
the inheritance, as, even if I had brought an action to recover the 
inheritance against you and had proved that it was mine, never- 
theless, if I sued anyone else, I should be obliged to prove the 
same fact. 

13 Ulpianus {on the Edict 22) Two men being both patrons 
[of the same freedman], this latter, on one of the patrons tendering 
the oath, swears that he is not his freedman : will the other of the 
two have a right to the possession of the whole of the property to 
which patrons are entitled or only to half of such property ? The 
answer given is : — ^if the one to whom the oath was sworn 
was patron, the other has a right to the possession of his own 
share in the goods [and no more], and he can derive no [legal] 
advantage from the fact that the freedman took an oath against 
the claim of the one first mentioned : still the patron in question 
will derive a great deal of weight and authority, in any application 
to the Court for the purpose of showing that he is the sole patron, 
from the fact that the freedman swore that the other was not his 
patron. 1. According to Julianus, a man who swears that an 
estate is his will, after the time has elapsed for entitling him to a 
plea of “long time,” have a right to an utiKs a^io as well 
2. Julianus further holds that a man who swears that he did not 
commit theft must be held to have sworn as to every ground of 
action [in personom}, and consequently he is not liable to be sued 
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either in the action for theft or in a “ condictitious ” action ; 
such an action, he says, js one to which none is liable but a thief. 
Must we say then that where a man sweai’s that he committed no 
theft at all, he will simply on that ground have a good exceptio, if 
he is sued in a c(»idictio ? No doubt, if»the party who brings the 
condictio maintains that the ground of his action against the 
present defendant is that he is heir to the thief, he cannot be 
refiised a hearing, and he ought to be allowed, so to speak, a 
eo'tidietio with a special issue against the heir to the thief, in which 
the judge must not allow him to proceed, as soon as he attempts to 
show that the defendant is the actual thief. 3. Where a man 
swears that I sold him something for a hundred, he can sue on the 
contract of purchase for the performance of whatever follows 
thereupon, that is, he can ask that the thing sold may be delivered 
and an undertaking given warranting him against recovery on the 
ground of superior title ; but it is a fair question whether he can 
be sued on the contract of sale for recovery of the purchase-money. 
However, as to this, if the oath comprehended this very fact that 
the money was paid, no right of action for the money remains ; but 
if the oath did not comprehend this, it follows that he is liable 
for it still 4. A similar rule holds where a man sweai-s that he 
entered into partnership, as he can be sued in an action pro 
socio. 5. Marcellus proceeds to say that where a man swears 
that he pledged his land as security for ten, he cannot bring an 
action on the pledge without paying ten : he adds^ however this, 
that perhaps he can be sued for ten on the ground of his oath, 
which view he on the whole approves of. Quintus Satuminus is of 
the same opinion, and relies on the case of a man swearing that his 
quondam wife gave him such and such property by way of dos, 
whereupon, so he holds, the lady has a right to an ^ltilis acf/io for 
dos : and I cannot say that this goes beyond what justice requires. 
6. If, in a pecuniary matter, a man swears by the genius of the 
Emperor that he is not bound to pay, or that he has a right to ask 
for payment, and he swears falsely, or, again, if he swears that he 
will pay within a given time, and he does not pay, here the present 
Emperor and his father laid down that he must be sent off to be 
beaten with rods, the following warning being addressed to him : — 
“ Do not be in a hurry to swear.” 

L4 PATJiiTJS {on the Edict 3) Whenever the oath is to be taken 
in regard of a thing [and not of a person], it cannot be waived in 

1 Bead adm,t for aMci. 0£ M. 
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favour of one who is a paterfamilias or i)atron [to the party 
tendering] ; and an oath is said to be takgn in Regard of a thing in 
the case, for example, of a loan of money, where the plaintiff swears 
that he has a legal right to payment, [not saying from whom] or 
the defendant swears that he is not bound to pay ; [not saying to 
whom ; ] the same rule applies where an oath is required as to 
money promised by eonstitutum. 

15 The same {on the Edict 6) In the case of persons of pre- 
eminent rank or such as are confined to the house by ill health, an 
agent must be sent to their place of abode to administer the 
oath. 

16 Ulpianus {on the Edict 10) If a patron marries his fi’eed- 
woman, he cannot be compelled to swear in an action for “ things 
removed ’’ (theft from a wife). Furtheraiore, if he himself tenders 
the oath to his freedwoman, he will not be obliged to swear that 
his proceedings are not vexatious. 

17 Paxjlxjs {an the Edict 18) Where the oath is taken out of 

Court, but in pursuance of an agreement, it cannot be tendered 
back. 1. A ward ought to tender the oath with his guardian’s 
concurrence ; if he tender it without such concurrence, there will, 
no doubt, be a good exceptio, but it can be met with a repUcatio, 
as he is not legally competent to manage his own affairs. 2. If the 
oath is tendered by a guardian who is acting as such or the curator 
of a lunatic or prodigal, it ought to be upheld, as they are^ able to 
pass the property in goods or to give a receipt for money paid, and 
they can possess the Court of a case by taking proceedings. 3, A 
tender by a procurator must also be upheld, wherever, that is, he 
is entrusted with the management of all his principars property, 
or he was expressly commissioned to act in the particular case or 
he is procurator on his own behalf : 

18 Ulplan^us {on the Edict 26) but, as a rule, a procurator 
who desires to tender an oath ought not to be listened to, so 
Julianus tells us {Dig. b. 10), or else, at some later time, a defendant 
who has already sworn may be sued by the principal ; and he is 
not much the better off for any understanding that may have been 
given him that the principal would ratify; because, if the principal 
should sue him, the defendant will have to show the truth of what 
he swore, assuming, that is, that he is met with a replication [to the 

^ After res read or oaderstand possunt. 

In the text e^ceptio. Cf. Pothier. 



284 


On Swearing an Oath, whether [book xii 

effect that the principal did not authorize the procurator to under- 
take that he 'woul<^ srati^], but if he should [being unable to do 
this] sue [the procurator] on the undertaking that the principal 

would ratify, this may compel him to show that his oath was false. 

• 

19 The same (o« the Ediet 26) Accordingly, if the prosecutor 
was commissioned to bring an action, and he tendered an oath, he 
has done something different from what he was commissioned 
to do. 

20 Paulus {on the Edict 18) When a slave tenders an oath or 
takes one, it will be upheld if the slave had been allowed the 
management of his pe&idiwn ; 

21 Gaixjs (on the Provitieicd Ediet 5) as a slave in that 

position can give a good receipt for money paid him in discharge 
of a debt and he has been given the power to novate an obligation. 

22 Paultjs (on the Ediet 18) Some indeed hold that if the 

slave tenders an oath to a plaintiff, an action de peeulio must be 
allowed against his owner. Similar rules apply to a son under 
potestas. 

23 ULPiAinjs (m the Edict 26) If the slave swears that his 
owner is not bound to pay, his owner can claim the benefit of an 
exceptio and the other party has only himself to blame for tender- 
ing the oath to the slave. 

24 Pahlus (on the Edict 28) Much more is it the case that a 

father can derive advantage from the conscientiousness (i.e. oath) 
of his son, the latter being a person who might in fact be made 
defendant to an action. But if such pex’sons tender the oath back, 
they do not expose those in whose potestas they are to any legal 
disadvantage. 

25 XJLPiAinjs (on the Edict 26) Again, if an oath is tendered 
to my slave originally or tendered back to him, and he swears that 
some property belongs to his owner or ought to be given to him, I 
ought to be allowed an action or an exeeptio on the ground of the 
sanctity of an oath and in pursuance of the agreement. 

26 Patjlus (on l3ie Edict 18) Whenever anyone is averred to 

have sworn, it is immaterial what the person’s sex or age may be ; 
the oath ought to be upheld absolutely, as against a party who was 
willing to take the risk of it when he tendered it ; at the same time 
a ward is never deemed guilty of perjury, as it is not held that he 
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deceives knowingly. 1. If a father swears that his son is not 
bound to pay, Cassius gave the opinion that* father and son both 
should be allowed to plead the oath by way of exceptio ; if the 
father sw'ears that there is nothing in the peaidivm, there can be an 
action brought against tl>e son, but the father can be sued too, on 
the principle, that is, of taking into account peeulium subsequently 
acquired. 2. Putting a man on the terms of taking an oath is 
perhaps a transaction of the same class as novating or transferring 
a contract, as it is founded on an agreement, though it is 
tantamount to a judgment too. 

27 Gaitjs {on the Prornneicd Edict 5) An oath in fact takes the 
place of payment of the debt. 

28 Paulus (on the Edict 18) In the case of two correal 
creditors by stipulation, if one tenders the oath, it can be pleaded 
to an action by the other also. 1. Where a principal debtor 
swears, the surety gets the benefit of it too ; and where an 
oath has been obtained from a surety, according to Cassius 
and Julianus, this benefits the principal debtor as well ; the oath 
operates in the same way as payment, and hence it must be treated 
as doing so in this case too, always provided that recourse was had 
to the oath in order to deal with the contract itself and the matter at 
stake, and not merely with the position of the party swearing. 
2. If a man has promised to produce my debtor before the Court, 
and I tender him the oath, whereupon he swears that he never 
promised to produce the person in question at all, this will be no 
defence to my debtor ; but if what he swears is that he is not himself 
under any liability to me, in that case a distinction must be^ made, 
and the pleadings can be mended by a replicatio, [the question 
being] whether he swore as mentioned® on the ground that after his 
promise he had actually produced the person in question or 
because he had paid the debt ; and a similar distinction can be 
made with reference to a surety for a debt. 3. Of two correal 
debtors of a sum of money one took the oath ; this can be 
pleaded by the other as well. 4. An oath can be pleaded by way 
of exceptio not only where the plaintiff is suing in the action with 
reference to which he got the oath taken, but even in a different 
action, provided only the same matter of fact is material for the 
purposes of the later suit ; as, for instance, where an oath has been 
called for in connexion with an action on a mandate or a case of 


1 For ait read eat. Of. M. 


“ Omit the first an. 
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perjury ; the subject of inquiry in the action not being whether the 
defendant was under an obligation to pay^ but’-<tfhether the plaintiff 
swore that he was. 

9 

29 Tryphoninus (Disputations 6) Again, if I swear, on your 
tendering the oath, that you did not swear that I was bound to pay 
you, then, in answer to an utUis actio on your part, in which the 
question at issue is whether you swore that you had a right to 
demand payment, I can plead by way of exceptio my own oath 
which puts an end to the question at issue in the action. 

30 Paulus (on the Edict 18) According to Pedius, where a man 
swears, in an action in which the amount claimable is increased 
by the defendant’s denial of liability, that something is owed him, 
he acquires a right to ask for the simple amount only, and not for 
twofold ; as it is amply sufficient for the plaintiff that he should be 
relieved from the necessity of proving his case, since, setting aside 
this part of the Edict, the right of action for twofold remains 
unimpaired ; and it may very well be said that, in a case such as 
the above, it is not the main question that is put in issue, but 
simply the plaintiff’s oath is allowed to take effect. 1. If I swear 
that you are bound to hand over to me Stichus, there being no such 
slave existing, you, the defendant, are not bound to give me even 
so much as the man’s value, except it be on the ground of theft or 
in consequence of default on your part ; in such cases the value has 
to be given, even if the slave is already dead, 2. If a woman 
swears that ten are owing to her for dos, that entire sum must be 
given ; but, if she swears that she gave ten by way of dos, the inquiry 
will leave alone the one point whether the sum was given, but it 
will be treated as given, and such part of it as ought to be returned 
to her will have to be handed over. 3. In an actio popvlaxis 
[where anyone who likes can sue] an oath which a party has been 
made to swear will be available against a third person only where 
it was called for in good faith, since, indeed, even where a man 
takes the regular proceedings, this does not preclude an actio 
pvblwfi [on behalf of the State], unless the proceedings were 
collusive. 4. If a freedmau, on his patron tendering the oath, 
swears that he is not his fireedman, the oath must be upheld, so 
that no demand for services can be entertained, nor any order 
made iorhonoram possessio contra talulas. 5. If I swear that I 
have a right to have a usufruct conveyed to me, it ought to be 
granted only on the terms of my giving an undertaking that I will 
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enjoy it in accordance with the judgment of an impartial arbitrator, 
and that, when theVsufruct expires, I will make over the pi’operty. 

Gaius {on the Proimidcd Edict 30) We must bear in 
mind that sometimes, even after the oath has been imposed, it is 
still allowable, in pursuance of imperial enactments, to resort to the 
regular proceedings, if the applicant alleges that he has found fresh 
documentary evidence and intends to use this only. These enactments 
however are held to be applicable only to a case in which the 
defendant has had judgment given in his favour, — as a matter of 
feet, a common practice is, in doubtful cases, for the judge to 
require the oath to be taken and to pronounce in favour of the 
party who swears; — but, where the oath has been taken in 
pursuance of a private arrangement between the parties, no 
second hearing of the old cause is allowed. 

12 Modbstinus {Differences, book — ) A ward cannot dispense 

with the oath. 

53 UliPiANtrs {on Sdbinus 28) Where a man swears by his own 

salvation, then, true as it is that he is held to swear by God, seeing 
that this oath involves a reference to ther'Divinity, still, if the oath 
has not been tendered to him in these express terms, he is not held 
to have sworn at all ; accordingly he will have to take a fresh oath 
in due form. 

54 The same {on the Edict 26) The oath may be used both in 
pecuniary cases and in matters of any other kind, an oath may be 
tendered even in an action for the render of services, and the 
adverse party has no wrong to complain of, as he can tender the 
oath back. How then, if the defendant should declare that he is 
discharged on the ground that, whereas he promised to deliver 
Stichus, that slave is, he believes, dead? -In this case, he cannot 
get off by tendering back, and accordingly, for this reason, 
Marcellus holds, and very rightly, that either he should be excused 
the oath or else time should be allowed liim so that he may inform 
himself on the matter and then take the oath. 1. A man who takes 
up the defence {defemor) of a municipality or of any corporate body 
can tender the oath, if he has a mandate to do so. 2. An oath 
cannot be tendered to a ward. 3. A promrator is not compelled 
to swear, nor is a defensor, hence we read in Julianus {Dig. b. 10) 
that a defensor is not compellable to swear and that he need do 
no more with a view to a complete defence than be ready to join 
issue in the action. 4. When a man tenders the oath, he ought 
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himself first to swear the oath as to vexatious proceedings, if called 
upon to do so, and, that being done, the oath *iio be sworn to him 
will be taken. The above oath as to vexatious proceedings is 
one which is dispensed with in favour of both pgitrons and parents. 
5. If the parties are not satisfied as to the sort of statement which 
has to be sworn to, the terms of it are for the arbiter to direct who 
decides the case. 6. The Praetor’s words are : — “ the party who is 
called upon to swear I will compel either to pay or else to swear ” ; 
accordingly, the defendant must choose one of the two, he must 
either pay or swear ; if he declines to swear, he must be compelled 
by the Praetor to pay. 7. However, there is another course open 
to the defendant, viz. that of tendering the oath back, if he prefera 
it; and if the plaintiff declines terms which involve his taking the 
oath, the Praetor will not allow the action to proceed ; and such a 
refusal on the Praetor’s part would be perfectly just, as one who 
tenders an oath has no right to object to terms which consist in 
a similar tender being made to himself. We may add that the 
plaintiff cannot tender the oath denying vexatious proceedings to 
the party who tenders the oath back, as it would be iutolemble 
that a plaintiff should expect an oath to be sworn him as to 
the vexatious character of terms such as were tendered by himself. 

8. It is however not invariably suitable that the oath tendered 
back should be exactly such as was firat tendered, as the diversity of 
matters and persons may chance to be such that points present 
themselves which give occasion for a difference between the two ; 
accordingly, if any such thing should happen, the precise form of 
an oath of this kind must be settled by the judge on motion. 

9 . When the paatter is left to be decided by oath, the judge 
discharges a defendant who swears, he wiU listen to one who wishes 
to tender the oath back, and, if the plaintiff swears, he must give 
judgment a^inst the defendant ; if the defendant declines to 
swear, then, if he pays, he discharges him, and, if not, he gives 
judgment against him ; if the plaintiff, on the oath being tendered 
back, declines to take it, he discharges the defendant. 

PapIiUS (on the Edict 28) If the guardian of a ward tenders 
the oath, in the absence of all other means of proof, his applica- 
tion must be heard, as cases may arise in which the ward will be 
refused an action. 1. If the oath is tendered by a prodigal, he 
will not be listened to, and the rule is the same in other cases 
resembling his: as, wh^her the oath takes the place of a [fresh] 
agreement or a performance of the obligation or a judgment, a 

M. j. ii. 19 
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tender of it will not be sanctioned except when made by one who is 
a fit person for thJ>se cases. 2. Those persons who are not com- 
pellable to join issue in an action in Rome are equally free to 
decline to take the oath there, for instance, provincial legates. 

36 Ulpiaxus {on the Edict 27) If the plaintiflF tenders the oath 
with reference only to money assured by coiistitiitum, and the 
defendant swears, the latter will have a good exceptio, if he is sued 
on the constitiitum : but if he is sued for the principal, that is sued 
on the antecedent ground of claim, he cannot plead an exceptio, 
unless he swore as to that ground of claim too, on the plaintiflF 
tendering the oath. 

37 Ulpian {on the Edict 33) If the oath has not been waived 
by the person who tendered it, but no oath is taken by him in 
disavowal of vexatious proceedings, it is a necessary result that his 
action should be disallowed; a man has only himself to blame, if 
he has gone so far as to tender the oath without first taking the 
oath in disavowal of vexatious proceedings, so that he is in the same 
position as if he had waived the oath which he tendered. 

38 Paxjlus {on the Edict 37) Where a man is not willing either to 
swear or to tender the oath back, it is a case of plain dishonesty 
and equivalent to an admission of liability. 

39 JuLiANUS {Digest 10) If a man agrees with his debtor that 
no action shall be brought for the money, if the latter will swear 
that he did not ascend the Capitol or that he did or did not do 
anything else, it matters not what, and the debtor swears 
accordingly, he must be allowed the excej^tio founded on the oath, 
and, besides this, if he pays, he can sue to get it back ; as where, 
in respect of any ground of action, the parties put themselves on 
the terms ^ of an oath being taken, this is a perfectly legal arrange- 
ment for them to make. 

40 The same {Digest 13) When an oath is taken from a debtor, 
the result is that any pledge is released ; the case is like that of a 
formal release of the debt, and it certainly gives rise to a perpetual 
exceptio. Hence, if the creditor sues for a penalty, he can still be 
barred by an exceptio, and, if the money should be paid, there can 
be an action to recover it ; the fact being that, when the oath is 
once taken, there is an end of all dispute. 

41 PoMPONius {Buies) Labeo expressed the opinion that the 

1 Read eondicionem for condidone. C£ M. 
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oath may be dispensed with in favour of one who is absent or not 
informed of the fact ; indeed it may be dispens^ with by letter. 

42 The same {Epistles 18) An oath bein^ tendered by a 
creditor who was proceeding against a ward for money lent, the 
ward swore that he was not bound to pay; whereupon the creditor 
demanded the money from a surety of the ward’s : will he be barred 
by an exceptio founded on the oath ? Let me have your opinion in 
writing. Julianas goes into the question at some length. If, he 
says, the question at issue between the creditor and the ward was 
whether the ward ever received the loan at all, and they agreed 
that the whole dispute^ should be at an end if the ward took the 
oath, whereuijon he swore, [as above mentioned,] that he was not 
bound to pay, the result of the arrangement must be to get rid of 
the natural obligation, and [therefore] any money paid could be 
recovered. But if the creditor contended that he had advanced 
the loan, and the ward’s only defence was that his guardian had 
not intervened, and thereupon the oath in question was taken, 
the Praetor can in that case give no aid to the surety. If, 
however, it cannot be conclusively proved what the understand- 
ing between the parties was, and it is unknown, as indeed is 
generally the case, whether the dispute between the creditor and 
the ward was on a question of fact or a question of law, [the only 
thing known being^] that the ward swore on the creditor tendering 
the oath, we ought to take it that their intention was that, if he 
swore that he was not bound to pay, they should abandon the 
whole dispute^ ; the result of which is that, in the opinion we have 
come to, any money paid can be recovered, and an exc^tio ought 
to be allowed to sureties. 1. If a surety swears that he is not 
bound to pay, the promisor can protect himself by pleading the 
oath, but if, on the other hand, the surety swore in terms 
implying that he never was surety for that amount at all, the 
promisor cannot derive any benefit from this oath. 2. Again, if, on 
tender by the plaintiff a voluntary agent on behalf of an absent or 
[indeed a] present defendant swears that the person whom he is de- 
fending is not bound to pay, the exceptio founded on the oath ought 
to be allowed the person on whose behalf such oath was taken®. 
This principle applies equally where the person who swears is one 
who volunteered to take up the defence of a surety, as the principal 

1 For condicione read contentione. C£ M. 

^ Some such words required. M. 

^ ¥ot jur and um juratum, 0£ M. 
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mil be allowed the^ exceptio. 3. Similarly, if the principal swore, 
his surety is protected,, as, indeed, an actual decision in favour 
of either of the two will avail the other as well. 


IIL 

On Swearing to the Claim. 

1 IJLPiANtrs (on Sabinm .51) When anything has been made 
the subject of a lawsuit, we do not suppose its value to be the 
greater because, by means of the oath to the claim, the order made 
upon the defendant may come to be for a larger amount, owing to 
hjs contumacy in not handing over the property ; as the thing does 
not through this order become of greater value, but rather, through 
the defendant’s contumacy, it is valued above its real worth. 

2 Paulus {on Sahimis 13) Whether a man sues to recover 
something which belongs to him or brings an action for production, 
in some cases the only valuation made is that of the interest which 
the plaintiff has in the suit, for example, where the object is to 
punish the negligence of a defendant who omits to hand over 
property or to produce it ; but when what is punished is fraudulent 
intention or wilful nonfeasance in not handing over or producing, 
the valuation is according to the plaintiff’s oath to the claim. 

3 Ulpiantts {on the Edict 30) In a case where pieces of 
money have been deposited, the judge ought not to tender the oath 
to the claim so as to let a person swear to the extent of his 
interest, seeing that the value to be put on coins is fixed : — unless, 
indeed, what the party swears to should be the amount of interest 
he bad in having the money repaid him on the proper day ; 
suppose, for instance, he had to pay a sum of money under a 
penalty, or money for which he had given a pledge where, owing to 
the refusal to pay the money deposited, the pledge was sold. 

4 The same {on the Edict 36) Let us consider who it is that 
can take the oath in a case of proceedings against a guardian, and 
against whom he can take it. No doubt the ward himself cannot 
take it, if under age ; this has been very often declared by rescript. 
But the Divine Brothers laid down that the guardian himself can- 
not be compelled to swear, or the mother of the ward be allowed 
to do so, even if she should be prepared to do it, as it was held to 
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be going too far to allow that guardians should^ without knowledge 
of the facts and without their own consent, in*a matter involving 
gain for the benefit of another, encounter over and above the risks 
of false swearing. It is also provided by rescripts of our Emperor 
and his Divine Father that»curatoi-s of a ward or minor {adoleseem) 
must not be compelled to swear to a claim. Still, if guardians or 
curators desire to show so much regard to the wards or minors 
under their care, the authority of the law need not stand in the way 
of a termination of this kind being put to a trial to which such 
parties are committed ; seeing that the valuation made by oath must 
be considered from the point of view of the advantage not of the 
party himself who swears, but of his principal, on whose behalf an 
account of the guardianship is demanded. At the same time the 
minor can take the oath if he likes. 1. The person who should 
tender the oath is the judge ; certainly, if anyone else tenders it 
or the oath is sworn without being tendered at all, the religious 
sanction will not exist and there will be no oath ; this is laid 
down by enactments of the present Emperor and his Divine 
Father, 2. There is no restriction as to the amount which may be 
sworn to ; still, it is a question whether the judge may not set a 
limit to the oath, so as to keep the terms of it within a certain 
figure, for fear lest the party should seize the occasion offered him 
and swear to a value beyond all bounds. It is certainly held to be 
within the judge’s discretion to tender the oath or to refuse it ; and 
it may well be asked whether one who has it in his power to decline 
to tender the oath is not equally free to set limitations to the terms 
of it ; which, in fact, is within the discretion of a judge who acts in 
good feith. 3. Again, we may consider whether the judge is not able, 
after tendering the oath, to decline to follow it, and either to dismiss 
the case altogether or even to order the defendant to pay a smaller 
sum in the way of damages than was sworn to, and the better 
opinion is that, on very special grounds, and on the discovery of 
further evidence, this may be done. 4. Add that in a case of 
negligence it is settled that the oath is not to be tendered, but a 
valuation must be made by the judge. 

5 Marciahus (Rules 4) An oath to the claim is taken in actions 
in rem or for production and in hona fide proceedings. 1. But the 
judge can lay down a fixed amount which is not to be exceeded in the 
oath, since it was open to him at the outset to decline to tender the 
oath at all. 2. Again, even if the oath is taken, it is open to him 
either to dismiss, the case or to order the defendant to pay a smaller 
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sum. 3. But, in all tjiese cases, the oath to the claim can be taken for 
deliberate wrong ohiy ar^d not for negligence as well, matters under 
the last head are estimated by the judge. 4. No doubt, a party 
sometimes swears to the claim even in an action of strict law, for 
instance, where one who promised to deliver Stichus makes default 
and then Stichus dies, as the judge cannot put a value on property 
which has ceased to exist without tendering’^ the oath ; 

6 PAtriitrs {on the Edict 26) though if proceedings are taken 
on a stipulation or on a testament, it is not the practice to swear 
to the claim. 

7 Ulpianus {on the Edict 8) It is commonly held to be a 
matter of course that it is only one who has the command of the 
case {dominus litis) who can swear to the claim: in fact, 
Papinianus says that no one can swear other than a party who has 
joined issue in the case on his own behalf. 

8 Mabcblltjs {Digest 8) A guardian who is in possession of 
the property of one just come of age refuses to give it up to him : 
I wish to know whether judgment should be given against him for 
what the thing is worth or for the amount for which the plaintiff 
swears to the claim. I replied : — It is not just that the measure of 
damages should be the actual value, I mean the amount that is at 
stake, seeing that contumacy itself has to be punished, and the 
amount ought rather to be fixed at the discretion of the owner by 
the power of swearing to the claim being allowed to the plaintiff. 

9 Jatolbnxjs {Extracts from Cassius 16) In the case of an 
action for theft the terms of the oath to be taken are that the 
thing was worth so much when the theft was committed, without 
the additional words “or more,” because, given that a thing is 
worth more, it is, at any rate, worth as much. 

10 CALLiSTJBATtrs {QmstMrm 1) In a case where someone fails 
to produce documents, the plaintiff is allowed to swear to the 
claim, so as to procure that the defendant shall be ordered to pay 
damages equivalent to the interest the plaintiff has in the docu- 
ments being produced; this was laid down by the Divine 
Commodus himself. 

11 Paulits {Eesponsa 3) The false swearing of one who swears 
to a claim under compulsion of law is a thing as to which inquiry 
is not lightly allowed. 

^ Bead delaUone for relatione. C£ M. 
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IV. 

On the CONDiailO TO RECOVER A THING GIVEN FOR A 

Consideration where the Consideration fails^ 

1 Ulpianus {mi the Edict 26) If money is given with a view 
to some unobjectionable act, as that a son should be emancipated 
01 ' a slave manumitted or an action at laiv abandoned, then, if the 
act is executed, there is no right of action for return of the money, 

1. If I give you ten by way of complying with a condition, and 
then decline an inheritance or a legacy [given me subject to that 
condition], I can sue to have the money returned. 

2 Hermogenianus {Epitomes of law 2) But we may add 
that if the testament is pronounced to be forged or void for 
inofficiousness, without fraud on the part of whoever gave the 
money, the ten can be recovered by an action grounded on failure 
of object 

3 Ulpianus {on the Edict 26) I gave you so much money 
on the understanding that we should not go to law ; so I may be 
said to have settled with you. Can I bring a condictio, if no 
undertaking is given me that the case will not come into Court ? 
The truth is that it makes a great deal of difference whether the 
only object that I had in view in giving the money was that we should 
not go to law, or it was this as well, that in return I should have 
an assurance given me that we should not do so ; if it was the 
latter, viz. that there should be the actual promise, I can bring 
a condictio for the money, in case the promise is not made ; but if 
the object was that we should not go to law, then there is no right 
to bring a condictio so long as no proceedings are taken. 1. A 
similar rule will hold if I give you money on the understanding 
that you do not manumit Stichus ; as an action for the return of 
the money will be admissible or will have to be disallowed, as the 
case may be, in accordance with the distinction above mentioned. 

2. But if I gave you the money on the understanding that you 

Cmdktio cattsa data causa non secuta. The words causa data, or at least, 
the word data, cannot pass unquestioned. The sense would be expressed by ob 
eausam dati or perhaps cattsa dati and I hare assumed that one of these two was 
really written. See Eoby, Bom. priv. law, ii. 77. 
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would manumit Stichus ; then, if you omit to do it, I can bring a 
condictio for the money, or, if I change my mind, I can do the same 
thing. 3. Suppose however I gave it on the understanding that 
you would manumjt by a given day ? In that case, if the day has 
not yet amved, an action on my part for return of the money 
must be disallowed, unless I have changed my mind ; but if the 
time has passed, I can bring the condictio for it. If however 
Stichus is dead, can the money that was given be recovered? 
According to Proculus, if he died after the time arrived at which 
he could have been manumitted, the money can be recovered, 
if not, no action can be brought. 4. In fact, it goes as far as this, 
if I did not give you anything on the understanding that you should 
manumit, but we had agreed that I should give something, you are 
quite free to bring the action which results from such a contiuct, 
that is the condictio [to compel payment], even though the slave is 
dead. 5. If a free man who was serving me as a slave in good 
feitli should give me money on the understanding that I should 
manumit him, and I do so, a question which is asked is whether, 
supposing, after that, he should be shown to be free, he can sue me 
to recover the money ; and as to this Julianas tells us {Big. b. 12) 
that the manumitted man has a good action to recover ii 
Neratius, in fact, in his “ Book of Parchments ” relates that one 
Paris, a player, who had given Domitia, the daughter of Nero, ten, 
as the price of his liberty, sued her at law for the money, and the 
question was never asked whether Domitia had received the money 
with the knowledge that he was a free man. 6. If a man gives me 
ten, on the assumed ground that he is a sfatuliber, without having 
been directed to give them, then, as Celsus has it, he can sue 
to get the ten back. 7. Suppose however a slave as to whom it 
was provided by testament that he should give the heir ten and 
thereupon have his liberty is set free by a codicil unconditionally, 
but, not being aware of this fact, he still gives the ten to the heir, 
can he sue to get the money back ? As to this, he informs us that 
the opinion of Celsus, his own father, was that he could not ; but 
he himself, Celsus [the son], in consideration of natural justice, holds 
that the action can be brought. And this is the sounder view to 
take, although there can be no doubt, as, in fact, he says himself, 
that a man who gave money because he thought that he would get 
some recompense from the person who received it, or that the 
latter would be more of a friend to him, will not be able to get it 
back on the ground that he was carried away by a false impression. 
8. Besides the above he offers some nice considerations on another 
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question, viz. whether one who thought he was a statuliber would 
fail even to pass the property in money whiob he paid, because 
he gave it to the heir treating it as the hmr’s money instead of his 
own, although, as a matter of fact, the coins w^re his own, seeing 
that he received them subsequently to his acquisition of liberty 
by testament. To this I should say that, if he paid the money 
under the above idea it did not become the heir’s property ; as 
even where, to take another case, I give you my money, regar^ng 
it as your own, I do not thereby make it yours. How then 
if the man in question should give it not to the heir but to some 
other person to whom he thought he was ordered to give it ? In 
this case, if he gave money that was part of his peeuliimi, he 
would not pass the property in it ; but if someone else gave it on 
his behalf or he himself gave it after he had become free, the 
property in it would pass. 9. It is true indeed that a statuUber is 
at liberty even to give money which is pai’t of his peeulium, where 
his object is to fulfld some condition, but, if the heir wishes to make 
the money secure, he can forbid him to give it ; as by these means 
it will come to pass that on the one hand the statuUber will get his 
freedom, on the ground that the condition with which he was 
forbidden to comply is however treated as fulfilled, and, on the 
other hand, the money will not be lost. Still the person whom the 
testator wished to get the money can bring an action in factum 
against the heir so as to procure that the testator’s order shall be 
carried out. 

4 The same {on the Edict 39) Whei’e a man gives a formal 
discharge to his debtor after an agreement being made that the 
latter should furnish someone else who should promise to pay in 
his place, but he fails to furnish him, we may say that the money 
can be recovered by a condictio from the party to whom the formal 
discharge was given. 

5 The same {DispuMtums 2) If money has been given to you 
on the understanding that you would go to Capua, and, just as you 
were ready to start, some accidental circumstance or your own 
state of health put an obstacle in the way of your going, let us 
see whether there is a right to bring a condictio for the money. 
The truth is that, if the obstacle was none of your making, we 
may say that the money cannot be recovered ; but, as it is open to 
the person who gave it to change his mind, it is quite certain that 
the money given can be sued for again, unless indeed you would 
have been the better off for not receiving the money with the 
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object in question ; as, if the state of things is such that, although 
you have not yet Parted, still you have so arranged your plans 
that you are obliged to go, or you have already made the necessary 
outlay for going, s^ that it is clear, for example, that you have 
spent more than you received, no condictio can be bi’ought ; 
but if you have spent less, the condictio will be open, subject to 
this, that you must be indemnified in respect of whatever you 
have expended. 1. If a man hands over a slave to another 
on the understanding that he shall within a given time be manu- 
mitted by him, then, if the one who handed over the slave should 
change his mind and should inform the other of the fact, but the 
slave is manumitted subsequently to this change of mind, still the 
person who gave the slave has a good right of action on the 
ground of change of mind. No doubt, if the other do not 
manumit, the Imperial enactment takes effect and makes the 
slave free, if the man who handed him over with a view to that 
result has not by that time changed his mind. 2. Again, if a man 
gives Titius ten for him to buy a slave with the money and 
manumit him, but then he changes his mind, [the rule is that] if 
the slave has not yet been bought, the party’s change of mind will 
give him a right to a condictio for the money, provided he lets 
Titius clearly know it, lest he should buy the slave afterwards 
and so suffer a loss ; but, if the slave is already purchased, the 
change of mind will do no wrong to the one who bought him ; 
mei’ely, instead of the ten which he received, he will give up the 
slave which he bought, or, if the supposition made is that by that 
time the slave is dead, he need give nothing at all, if he did not 
cause his death. If the slave has ran away, and this took place 
without the fault of the person who bought him, he need not give 
anything : it is true that he will have to promise that, if he should 
get him into his power, he will be handed over. 3. Let us 
consider this point Supposing Titius received money to manu- 
mit a slave and the slave runs away before he is manumitted, 
can the money received be asked back in a condictio ? As to this, 
if he had intended to sell the slave in question, but he omitted to 
sell him for the reason that he had received money to manumit 
him, he cannot be sued in a condictio ; of course he will have to 
give an undertaking that, if the slave gets into his hands, he will 
give back what he received, with a reservation representing the 
diminution in the slave’s value consequent on his flight. No doubt, 
if the man who gave the money still wishes the slave to be manu- 
mitted, but the other desires not to do it, because he has conceived 
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a spite against him owing to his taking to fljght, the latter must 
restore the whole sum that he received ; but if tlie one who gave 
the ten pieces elects to have the slave himself given him, in 
that case either the slave must be given him, or else the money 
which he gave must be» restored to him. But if, [to take the 
alternative case to the one mentioned above,] Titius had not 
intended to sell the slave, then the money which lie received 
must be given back, unless it so happen that, if he had not 
received money to manumit him, he would have kept him more 
carefully ; should that be the case, it would not be fair that he 
should lose the slave and the whole price too. 4. Supposing he took 
the money for the sake of the manumission, and then the slave died, 
in this case, if he made default as to manumitting, it follows that 
the proper thing to say is that he must repay what he received ; 
but, if he was not in default, the fact being that he had set out for 
the [court of the] Governor of the province or whoever the 
magistrate was before whom the manumission could be executed, 
and the slave died on the way, the better opinion is that, if he had 
intended to sell the slave or to use him for some purpose of his 
own, we shall have to say that he need not repay anything; 
but, if he had had no intention such as mentioned, it must 
still be to his loss that the slave died, as he would equally have 
died if his master had never received the money to manumit 
him, — unless, indeed, the very journey which was undertaken for 
the purpose of manumission gave occasion to the slave’s death, 
for example, he was killed, say, by robbers or he was crushed by a 
stable falling in or run over by a carriage or was killed by some 
similar accident which would not have happened to him had it not 
been for the journey which he made in order to be manumitted. 

6 The same {Disputations 3) If a stranger gives a dos for a 
woman and makes an agreement that, in whatever way the coverture 
comes to an end, the dos is to be restored to him, but, after all, no 
marriage takes place, then, seeing that the agreement made had 
reference only to events which occur subsequently to marriage, 
and no marriage ensued, the question may arise whether the 
condictio is open to the woman or to the party who gave the dos. 
However the probability is that the man who gave the dos had an 
eye to his own interest in view of this case too ; as a matter of 
fact a man who gave in consideration of an expected marriage can, 
if the marriage was not carried out, bring a condictio as if on 
the ground that the consideration had ftilled, unless it should be 
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the case that the woman shows by the most conclusive proofs that 
his object in doing it was to benefit the woman rather than 
himself. But even if a father gives the dos for his daughter and 
the above agreemeiiit is made, then, unless the intention was clearly 
diflerent, according to Marcellus, the father has a right to bring 
a condictio. 

JtrLlAUTJS {Digest 16) A man who believed himself to owe a 
sum of money to a woman promised her intended husband at her 
request to pay it to him by way of dos and paid it accordingly ; 
after which the marriage never took place : the question was asked 
whether the man who paid the money or the woman herself was 
the person entitled to bring an action for return of it Nerva and 
Atilicinus held that since the man believed that he owed the money, 
but he could have protected himself [if he had been sued] by an 
exce/ptio of dxilus mains, he could bring the action himself. Had 
he, they said, made the promise knowing that he owed the woman 
nothing, the right of action would have been the woman’s, because 
she would have a right to the money : but if he had really been 
debtor and had paid by way of an antenuptial gift, and then no 
marriage had taken place, he would have been entitled to bring the 
condictio himself, and nothing would remain in regard of the 
woman’s title to be paid the debt except this, that the man who 
owed it would simply have been compellable to assign to her his 
right to bring a ccnidictUious action and would be under no further 
liability. 1. When land is delivered by way of dos, then, if the 
marriage does not take place, it can be demanded back by a 
condictio ; produce too can be asked for in the same way. There 
is a similar rule as to a female slave and children of the same. 

ISfEBATitrs {Parchments 2) With regard to what we read in 
Servius’s book on dowers, namely, that if a marriage has taken 
place between persons either of whom has not reached the proper 
age for marriage, anything that has been already given by way of 
dos can be recovered, we must understand this to mean that, if 
a divorce takes place before both persons have reached the proper 
age, the money can be recovered, but so long as the two parties 
continue to cohabit as husband and wife, the money can as little 
be demanded back as can property given by an unmamed woman 
to her intended husband by way of dos, so long as the tie of 
betrothal remains between them ; the fact being that whenever 
anything is given with that object before the marriage takes place, 
then, seeing that it is given under such circumstances that it may 
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become a fully established dos, it cannot be asked back so long as. 
the possibility remains of its being so fully established. 

9 Paulus {on Plautius 17) If I was going to give [money] 
to a woman [by way of djps], and, at her requ4t, I paid it to her 
intended husband, but no marriage took place, the woman can have 
a condictio for the money. But if I contracted with the intended 
husband and gave him the money in order that, if the marriage 
ensued, the woman should get the do^, and, if it did not ensue, 
the money should be returned to me, it is, as it were, given for 
a purpose and, the purpose failing, I can have a condictio for 
it against the intended husband. 1. If a man should, in con- 
sequence of a mistake, promise a woman’s intended husband, at 
her request, to pay him a sum of money which he did not really 
owe her, and the marriage should take place, he cannot meet an 
action by the husband with the plea of dolus mahis ; as the 
husband is acting on his own account, he is guilty of no fi’aud, 
and he ought not to be disappointed, as he would be if he 
were compelled to have a wife who had no dos. Consequently the 
promisor has a right to bring a condictio against the woman, by 
which he can either ask that she should make good what he gave 
the husband or else that he should be released, if he has not yet 
paid. Should the husband sue for the money on dissolution of the 
marriage, there ought to be a valid bar to the action in respect of 
so much only as would have come to the woman. 

0 Javolbnus {on Plautius 1) If a woman, intending to give 
a dos to a man whom she was about to marry, gives him a formal 
discharge as to a sum of money which he owes her, but the 
marriage does not take place, she will have a good right of con- 
dictio against him for the money ; as it makes no difference,, 
where the money came to him without ground, whether it was 
by direct payment or by formal discharge. 

1 JuLiA]S[TJS {Digest 10) If an heir should be ordered in a 
decision expressed by a freedman to erect a monument at an 
ascertained cost and should give the sum in question to the 
freedman [himself], but the latter, having received the money,, 
should omit to erect the monument, he is liable to a condictio for it 

2 Pattlits {on the Lex Julia et Papia 6) If a man brings a 
condictio for the return of a donatio mortis causa on the donee’s, 
recovery from his illness, he can ask at the same time for any 
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produce of the things given, as well as the children of female 

slaves and accessioiis in general. 

• 

Mabciakus {Ryles 3) Where a son [of one deceased] brings 
anything into account for the benefit of*his brother, as though he 
were going to take up honontm possessio, but he never takes it up, 
then, according to what Marcellus tells us {Digest 5), he can have 
an action to recover it. 

Paultjs {on Sahinus 3) If a man pays to one who pretends 
falsely to be procurator for someone else money which he did not 
owe at all, the only case in which the money cannot be recovered 
from the [pretended] procurator is that of the [alleged] principal 
ratifying the agency, but [in this case], as Julianus tells us, such 
[alleged] principal himself is liable. But if the latter should not 
ratify, then, even if the money paid had been really owing, it can 
be recovered from the [pretended] procurator himself ; the fact 
being that the action for return of the money is not put on the 
ground of its being paid where it was not due, but on that of its 
being paid for a purpose and the purpose failing in consequence of 
there being no ratification ; or the action may be on the ground of 
a theft committed by the pretended procurator, who, he says, 
not only can be sued for theft but is liable to a condictio. 

POMPOKius {on Sahinus 22) A slave of yours being sus- 
pected by one Attius of having stolen his property, you handed 
him over to be put to the torture, vith this understanding that, 
if he should not be found to have behaved in the way above 
mentioned, he should be returned to you ; after which Attius 
sent him on to the Prefect of Police as one who was caught 
in the act, and the latter inflicted the extreme punishment. You 
have a good right of action against Attius in which your allegation 
will be that he is bound to transfer the slave, inasmuch as he 
was really bound to hand him over before his death. According 
to Labeo, you can in fact have an action for production, as Attius 
contrived to avoid producing him. Proculus however says that, 
for Attius to be bound to transfer the slave, it would be 
necessary that you should have passed the property in him, and 
that, in that case, you would not have a right of action for pro- 
duction ; but that, if the slave had remained your property, you 
would in fact have had a right to sue Attius for theft, on the ground 
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that he used the property of another in a -way such that he must 
have known that his use of it was contrary, to the will of the 
owner, or that, if the owner had known of it, he would have 
forbidden it. 

« 

6 Cblsxjs {Digest 3) *I gave you money on the understanding 
that you should give me Stichus. Is a contract of that kind to a 
certain extent [?] one of purchase and sale, or is there no obligation 
in the case beyond that arising from something being given for 
a purpose and the purpose failing? I am inclined on the whole 
to this last view ; and it follows that, if Stichus has died, I can 
sue for the return of whatever I gave on the understanding that 
you should give me Stichus. Let us suppose that Stichus belonged 
to some third person, but that nevertheless you made delivery of 
him [to me] ; I shall have a right to recover the money from you, 
on the ground that you did not pass the property in the slave 
to the person who received him ; and, to come back, if Stichus 
belongs to you and you decline to guarantee the purchaser against 
his being recovered by superior title, you will not be secure against 
my bringing an action to have the money returned. 


V. 

On the Condigtjo on the Ground of an Immoral or 
Unjust Consideration. 

1 Paulus {on Salnnus 10) Everything given is given either 
with an object {ob rem) or for a consideration {oh causam), and the 
object may be either immoral or honourable ; moreover, if it is 
immoral, the immoiulity may be on the part of the giver and not 
the receiver, or on the part of the receiver alone and not the giver, 
or on the part of both. 1. If the gift is made for an honourable 
object, there can be an action for the return of it only where the 
object for which it was made is not realized. 2. But if the 
position is immoral on the part of the receiver, there can be an 
action for return of the gift even where the object is realized. 

2 Ulpianus {on the Edict 26) Suppose, for instance, I gave 
you something on the understanding that you would not commit 
sacrilege or theft or not kill a man. As to this case, Julianus says 
that if I give yon the thing on the understanding that you will not 
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kill a man, there can be a condictio for the return of it 1. Also if 
I give it you on tj^^ understanding that you will restore to me 
something which I deposited in your hands, or restore papers* 
2. But if I made the gift on the understanding that the judge 
should decide in my favour in a good c^se, it has, no doubt, been 
said that a condictio may be brought, but a man who does this 
himself commits a crime, as he is held to be corrupting the judge,, 
and, not very long ago, the present Emperor enacted that he should 
lose his case. 

3 Paulus {on Sahinus 10) But where it is a case of corrupt 
behaviour on the part of both giver and receiver, the rule is that 
no action can be brought to have the gift returned ; take the case^ 
for example, of money being given as an inducement to an unjust 
judgment being pronounced. 

i Ulpianus {on the Edict 26 ) The same rule holds where 
money is given as the price of lewdness, or where a man who is 
detected in the act of adultery pays to be let go, as there is no 
right of action to recover the money ; this is laid down by Sabinus 
and Pegasus. 1. Again if a thief gives money to avoid being given 
up, inasmuch as it is a case of immoral behaviour on the part of 
both parties, there is no action to recover ; 2. but, whenever the 
immoral behaviour occurs on the part of the receiver alone, 
according to Celsus, there may be an action for return of the 
money; for instance, where I give you money on the under- 
standing that you will not do me wrong. 3. Still money given 
to a harlot cannot be recovered at law, so Labeo and Marcellus 
tell us; this however is on a different principle, as the point is 
not that there is immoral behaviour on both sides, but on the part 
of the giver only ; the woman acts immorally in being a harlot, 
but, being one, she does not act immorally in taking the money. 
4. If I pay you something as the price of information, viz. for 
you to let me know where my runaway slave is, or some thief 
who stole my property, there can be no action brought for return 
of what I gave, as there was nothing immoral in your receiving it. 
But if you take money from my runaway slave which he gives 
to induce you not to give information about him, I can bring a 
condictio for it as though you were a thief ; again, if the actual thief 
or the companion of a thief or of a runaway slave received money 
from me as the price of information, I should say that a condictio 
can be brought 
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5 jTXLiAJsrtrs {on Urseius Ferox 3) If a man should receive 
money from my slave as an inducement not to' give information as 
to a theft -which the slave committed, the*n, whether he gives the 
information or not, according to the opinion ^ven by Proculus, 
there is a good right of action for return of the money received. 

6 Ulpiauus {on Sahinm 18) Sabinus invariably approved of 
the view of the old lawyers, who held that when a thing is in 
anyone’s hands on gi-ounds insufficient in law, a eondictio can 
be brought for it ; and of this opinion is Celsus too. 

7 PoMPONius (oii Sdb'imis 22) If money has been taken in 
pursuance of a stipulation which was extorted by violence, there 
is no doubt that an action can be brought for a return of it. 

8 Patjlus {Questions 3) If you promise Titius something for 
an immoral consideration, then, although, if he sues for it, you can 
bar his action with an exceptio either of dolus modus or in factum, 
still, if you pay it, you cannot after that sue to have it back 
again ; because, if the immediate determining circumstance, -dz. 
the stipulation, is taken away, as being made ineffectual by means 
of the exceptio, still the original circumstance, that is the immo- 
rality, remains, and, besides that, if the position of both giver and 
receiver is that their behaviour is immoral, the advantage is with 
the possessor, and consequently there is no action for return of the 
money, although it was paid in pursuance of the stipulation. 

9 The same {on Plautius 5) If I lend you garments to make 
use of, and after that I pay money to have them returned, it has 
been laid down that I can properly proceed by a eondictio, 
because, true as it may be that the money was given for an 
object and the object was realized, still the payment was improper 
{twrpiter datum). 1. If you receive money from me given as an 
inducement to you to give up to me something that was let to 
you [by me] or sold [to me] by you or entrusted to your care, I 
shall have a right of action founded on letting or sale or mandate ; 
but if my object in giving the money was to induce you to make 
over to me something which you owed me in pursuance of a 
testament or a stipulation, there wiU simply be a right of eondictio 
for return of the money which I gave -mth the object mentioned. 
We read this in feet in Pomponius. 
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On the Qondiqtio eoe Money [paid] that was not due. 

1 Papinianus (o'/» the Edict 26) ’^e will now consider the 

case of the payment of money that was not due. 1. To begin with, 
where a man pays what he does not owe, in ignorance of the fact, 
he can sue to recover it by this action ; but if he paid knowing 
that he did not owe it, there is no right of action for the return 
of it 

2 The same {on Sabiims 16) If a man pays on the under- 
standing that if it should prove not to be due, or it should turn 
out to be a case where the lex Fcdddia applies, the money should 
be returned, an action for the return will be in place, as there is a 
contract concluded between the parties. 1. If anything should be 
paid in pursuance of a testament, but afterwards the testament 
proves to be forged or inofficious or void or to have been avoided, 
what was paid may be asked back, and [the same is the ease] if, 
after a long time, some debt owing from the estate should come 
to light, or codicils which have been long undiscovered^ in which 
there is a revocation of legacies which have been already paid, 
or the legacies are reduced in amount by the fact that there 
are other persons discovered to whom legacies were left. This 
results from the rescript of the Divine Hadi’ian concerning forged 
or inofficious testaments, to the effect that an action must be 
allowed to the person in whose fevour judgment should be given 
as to the right to the inheritance. 

3 Papinianus {Questions 28) The case is the same if, after 
the legacies are paid, some fresh and unexpected circumstance 
takes away the inheritance, for instance, the birth of a postumous 
son, whom the heir did not know to exist in venter sa mere^, or, 
again, the return of a son who was a captive in the hands of 
enemies, whom his father assumed erroneously to be dead ; as 
the Emperor Titus Antoninus laid down by rescript that an utUis 
acUo must be aUowed to a postumous son or to one to whom the 
inheritance was adjudged against those persons who had received 
legacies, on the principle that a possessor in good faith is liable to 
the extent to which he is made the richer, and [thus] the risk 
attending claims of this kind will not affect a person who pays 
[the money away] without being guilty of negligence. 

* del prolaii . M. 

* This expression is one of English law. 
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4 Paultts {wi Sabinus 3) The Divine Hadrian laid down the 
same for a case in which another testament should be brought 
forward : ’ 

6 Ulpianxjs (on 8abinn^ 16) nor is it an unheard-of thing 
that, where one man pays, another should have a right to ask 
for return of the money. Where, for instance, a person under 
twenty-five years of age makes entry on an inheritance without 
due reflection and gets an order replacing him in his original 
position (restitutio in integrum) after he has paid the legacies, 
then, according to the rescript given to Arrius Titianus, the right 
to sue to have the money returned does not pertain to him, but 
to the person to whom the estate belongs. 


6 Paulus (on Sabinus 3) If your proctirafor pays what was 
not due and you do not ratify the payment, then, according to 
Labeo, in his books called Posteriores, there can be an action 
for return of the money ; but, if the money was due, according 
to Celsus, it cannot be recovered ; and the reason is that, where 
a man appoints someone as proeurcOor in his affairs, this may 
be held to imply that he commissions him to pay his creditor what 
he owes him, and we have not after that to wait for him to ratify 
what his agent does. 1. Labeo says farther that, if money not due 
is paid to a procurator, and his principal does not ratify, there can 
be an action for the return of it. 2. Celsus says that one who pays 
a procurator a real debt is at once discharged and no ratification is 
thought of ; but that, if the procurator is paid what is not due, 
ratification by the principal is required [to make this latter liable], 
for the reason that he would be held to have, given no instructions 
as to the getting in of that particular claim, and consequently, 
if the receipt of it is not ratifieK^ any proceedings for the return 
must be against the procurator. 3, Julianus says that neither 
a guardian nor a procurator can ask for return of the money if 
they have paid it, and that it makes no difference whether they 
paid away their own money or money belonging to the ward or 
the principal [as the case may be]. 

7 PoMPONiXTS (on Sabinus 9) When money which is not due 
is paid by mistake, the action may be for the return- of either the 
very money paid or an equal amount. 

8 PAtTLTTS (on Sabinus 6) If any payment is made to a wife 
by a third person on account of a husband W'ho is unable to 

20—2 
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discharge his debts,^ the person so paying cannot sue to have it 
returned, as at alb events it is^ a debt due to the wife. 

r 

9 ULPiA^rus {on the Edict 66) In fact, even the husband, if, 
when completely insolvent, he gives his wife the dower, is so 
placed that he cannot sue to have it back. 

10 Paxjlus (on Sabinus 7) A man who is bound to pay by a 

given day is so much a debtor that if he pays before the day 
he cannot sue to have the money returned. 

11 Ulpianxts (on Sabinus 35) If a man against whom an action 
has been brought de peculio should inadvertently pay more than 
there is in the pecidium, he cannot sue to recover it. 

12 Paulus (ooi Sabinus 7) If I give you a usuJfruct in my land 

under the false impression that I am legally bound to do so, but I 
die without suing for the return of it, the right to bring the 
condictio for it will pass to my heir. 

13 The same (on Sabinus 10) Even a slave may be under a 
natural obligation; consequently, if anyone should pay a debt 
on a slave’s account, or the slave himself should pay on being 
manumitted, so Pomponius says, there will be no right of action 
for return of the money, [even®] out of a peculivm of which he 
has the free management ; and for this reason any surety who 
has been accepted for the slave will be held liable and a pledge 
given on his behalf wiU be retained ; moreover, if the slave, having 
the management of his peculivm, should give something by way of 
a pledge for his debt, he must be allowed an vMis actio to redeem. 
1. Again, where a ward takes a loan without the concurrence of his 
guardian and has become the richer for it, should he pay it after 
reaching the age of puberty, he cannot sue for the return of it ; 

14 Pomponius (on Sabinus 21) as it is only right, as a matter 
of natural law, that no one should become richer to the injury of 
another. 

16 Paulus {on SaMnws 10) The right of condictio to recover 
what has been given without being due is a matter of natural law, 
and consequently tiie action will include any accession there may 
be to the thing, for example, a child bom of a female slave or soil 
deposited by alluvion ; nay, we may add that it includes produce 
which has been gathered in good feith by the person to whom the 


^ Kead eat for eaaet. 0£ M. 


2 V. M. 
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property was given. 1, Besides the above, if, what was given was 
money belonging to a third person, there^will be a good condictio 
to have the bare possession given back ; just as, if I should deliver 
to you the possession of something or other in tjie erroneous belief 
that I am legally bound to do so, I could bring a condictio for it. 
Again, if I should have made the possession yours in such sort 
that, if you raised the plea of long user, the thing could not be 
taken fi’om you, even then I could lawfully take proceedings 
against you by way of a condictio for money paid that was not 
due^. 2. And even if a usufruct in the thing handed over should 
belong to a third person, I could sue you in a condictio^ making 
allowance for the usufruct. 

16 PoMPONiXJS {on 8ahinus 15) If a thing which is owing 
subject to a condition is given through a mistake, then, so long 
as the condition is still pending, there can be an action brought 
for the return of it, but, if the condition has come to pass, it 
cannot be sued for. Add that a thing which had to be given 
on a day not yet ascertained cannot be recovered after the day 
has arrived ; 

.7^ Ulpianus {on the Edict 2) thus, if I promise to give some- 

thing at my death, and I discharge the debt in my lifetime, 
according to Celsus, I cannot sue to have it returned ; and this 
opinion is sound. 

18 The same {on Sabinus 47) But if the thing had to be given 

on a condition which in any case must come to pass some time 
or other, then, if it is once given, it cannot be recovered at 
law, though, if the condition had been a different one, as to which 
it was uncertain whether it would occur or not, an action might be 
brought for the return of it, if it were handed over before the 
condition occurred. 

19 The same {on Sabinus 22) If a debtor is released from his 
debt by way of a penalty on the person to whom it is owing, the 
natural obligation remains and, consequently, there can b^e no 
action for return of the money if once paid. 1. Even where a man 
receives payment of a real debt, still, if the party who pays gives 
what he does not owe, there is a good right of action for the return 
of it ; suppose, for instance, a man believes erroneously that he is 
heir or honorum possessor to someone and pays a creditor of the 

^ Eor indeUtcmi read indebiti. Of* M. 

2 M. would inverse the order of 17 and 18. 
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estate, here the reai heir will not be dischai'ged, and the other can 
sue for the retum*^of what he paid^ 2. If I believe erroneously 
that I owe a sum of money, and I thereupon pay it in pieces of 
which some belong to a stranger and the others to me, I can bring 
a eondiatio for half the amount and not for half shares in the 
separate pieces. 3. If I believe myself to be bound to give either 
Stichus or Pamphilus, [whichever I please,] whereas I am really 
bound to give Stichus, and I give Pamphilus, I can sue for tlie 
return of Pamphilus, as being property given without being due ; 
since I cannot be held to have made the transfer by way of dis- 
charging my real debt 4. If two debtors who owed ten should 
join in paying twenty, according to Celsus, each can sue for the 
return of five, because, whereas they owed ten, they paid twenty, 
and the amount which the two paid in excess the two can sue to 
have returned. 

20 JtrLiANTTS {Digest 10) If the debtor and the surety join in 

payment of the debt, their position so fai* does not differ from that 
of two promisors ; hence all that we have said as to these latter 
may be applied to the others as weU. 

21 Paulxjs {Questions 3) No doubt, if you suppose that there 

are two debtors in respect of an obligation, not to pay one sum of 
money, but to do something different, say to transfer Stichus or 
Pamphilus, and thereupon two slaves are given jointly or, it may 
be, a cloak or a thousand demarii, we cannot, as before, say, as to 
the action for return of the thing given, tWt they can sue for 
separate portions respectively, because they could not have paid in 
that feshion at the outset. Accordingly, in such a case it is for the 
creditor to choose to which of the tu'o he will hand what he 
received, so as to prevent an action being brought by the other. 

22 PoMPONitrs (o« Sahinus 22) Again, if I believe myself to have 
promised something to you or to litius, whereas no [such] promise 
was made to either or litius was not personally included in the 
stipulation, and I give it to Titius, I can sue Titius for the return of 
it 1. I by mistake conveyed a piece of land as subject to no 
servitude where I ought to have reserved a right of way ; I have a 
light to biing a condictio for an unascertained amount in order to 
procure that a right of way be given to me. 

1 Here follows “As even where a man* etc., t.e. the initial clause of the sub- 
section is repeated word for word, by apparent inadvertency. 
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23 Ulpiantjs {on Sahinus 43) Pomponius raises the following 
nice point. If a man suspects that a compromise has been made as 
to some dispute by one to whom he is heir or by one to whom he 
is promrator, and he hands over something ip pursuance of the 
supposed compromise, whereas none such was made, — is this, he 
asks, a case for an action for repayment ? To this he says that the 
action can be brought, as the payment was made on grounds falsely 
assumed to exist. The rule I should say is the same if some com- 
promise fails to be concluded with a Tiew to which payment was 
made ; again, the same holds if the compromise was revoked. 1. If 
a man agrees to a compromise after a judgment is given and pays 
accordingly, he can sue for a return of the money, for the reason 
that by the present law such a compromise is of no force ; this 
being what is laid down in a rescript of the Emperor Antoninus and 
his Divine Father. Still anything which has been paid in pursuance 
of such a compromise can be kept, and credit must be given for it 
if an action is brought on the judgment. How then if there is an 
appeal made, or if there should be an uncertainty on the very 
question whether a decision was given at all or the judgment has 
any force ? In that case the better opinion is that the compromise 
takes effect ; the proper view to take is that the above-mentioned 
rescripts apply only where the compromise refers to an un- 
doubted decision which it is useless to attempt to have amended. 

2. Again, if the payment was made in pursuance of a composition 
in the matter of an alimentary provision lejtt by testament, it is 
clear that an action can be bi’ought for the return of what was 
given, as the composition is avoided by a decree of the Senate. 

3. If a man after agreeing to a compromise is nevertheless ordered 
judicially to pay the debt, this is a deliberate wrong {dolus), but 
stUI the judgment is valid. It was however in the party’s power, 
if, that is, he agreed to the compromise before joinder of issue, in 
case the plaintiff desired to join issue, to meet this with an exoeptio 
of dolm, and, if the compromise was made after joinder, even 
then he can use the exceptio of [for ?] subsequent dolm, as, where 
a man proceeds in spite of a compromise, and still demands pay- 
ment, his behaviour is of the nature of dolus, and, consequently, if 
the defendant is ordered to pay, he can sue for the return of what- 
ever he gave in pursuance of the compromised It is true that he 
gave it for a consideration and when anything is given for a 
consideration there cannot be an action brought for the return of 


^ The reasoning in this sentence seems to be confosed. 
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it, if the consideration is carried out ; but in this case it cannot 
be said that the consideration is carried out, as the compromise is 
not acted upon. If th6n it comes to an action for the return 
of what was given, it is out of place to plead the compromise 
by way of esoceptio ; it is impossible for both to take effect, the 
action for return [of what was paid] and the excepUo [to the 
action for payment]. 4. If any statute lays down at the outset 
that there shall be a right of action for twofold or fourfold, 
the rule is tliat an action may be brought for the return of money 
paid in consequence of the statute being falsely supposed to apply. 

24 The same (<m Sabinm 46) If a man who was able to 

protect himself by a perpetual exeeptio should, with the knowledge 
that he had this easceptio, promise to give something with a view to 
getting a release from his obligation, he cannot bring a condiMio. 

25 The same {on Sabiuus 47) In a case where two persons 

had become sureties for a debtor for the sum of ten, after which 
the debtor paid three, and then the sureties paid each five, it was 
held that the one who paid last might sue to have three returned ; 
and this is perfectly just, as, on the debtor paying three, only 
seven remained due, and, at the moment when those seven were 
paid, there were three paid which were not due. 

26 The same (on the Edict 26) Where a man pays not principal 

but interest which is not due, he cannot sue for the return of it, if 
the principal was due on which the interest was paid ; should he 
however pay over the statutable rate, then, according to a rescript 
of the Divine Severus by which the present practice is regulated, 
there is no action allowed for the return of the money, but it will 
be held to be paid in discharge of the principal, and if after that 
the debtor pays the principal, there will be an action allowed for 
the return of such piincipal [to the proper amount], as not having 
been due. Similarly, if the principal should have been paid 
before, any interest paid over the statutable rate can be recovered 
as if it were undue principal. How then if the party pay both 
[principal and interest] at the same time ? We may take it that 
in that case too an action for return will lie. 1. Interest however, 
whether simple or compound, cannot be made the subject of a 
stipulation nor be demanded to the extent of more than double 
[the original sum lent], and, if paid, it can be demanded back, just 
as can interest on future interest. 2. If a man, under the mistaken 
belief that he owes a principal sum, pays interest thereon, he can 
bring a condictio for the return of it, and he is not held to have 
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paid knomngly what he did not owe. 3. The payment of money 
is taken to be undue, not only where it is not owed at all, but also 
where no action can be brought for it ih consequence of some 
perpetual exceptio ; accordingly, in this case top, there can be an 
action for return of the money paid, unless, when the party paid, 
he knew that he was protected by an exceptio. 4. If I owe a 
hundred and, that being the case, I hand over an estate worth two 
hundred, as if two hundred were the amount of my debt, then, 
according to Marcellus (Digest b. 20), I have a right to ask for a re- 
turn of the estate, and the stipulation by which I promised to pay 
a hundred remains in force ; because, although the law is that, if 
a thing is handed over instead of a sum of money, this may be 
a good discharge to the debtor, still, if, in consequence of a mistake 
as to the amount of the debt, something is given of greater value, 
a clear distinction is maintained between a share in the thing and 
a sum of money, as no one is compelled to become a part-owner; 
but a right of eondictio remains for recovery of the whole thing, 
and the obligation [as to the hundred] is unaffected. However 
the land will be retained [by the creditor] until the money due is 
paid. 5. Again, Marcellus says that if a man who owes money 
hands over oil worth more than the amount of the debt, as though 
he owed more than he really does, or, owing oil, he gives oil, but 
as if he owed a greater quantity than he does, he can have an 
action for the return of the excess, though not of the whole amoxmt 
given, and, that being the case, his obligation is at an end. 
6. The same writer adds, that if I have a right to ask for a share 
in a piece of land, and a valuation being made on the assumption 
that I have a right to the whole estate, payment is made to me of 
a sum representing the value of the whole, a return can be claimed 
at law, not of the whole value, but of the value of so much of the 
estate as I had no claim to. 7. So true is it that the existence of a 
perpetual exceptio in bar of a demand confers a right of eondictio 
[for the return of money paid in satisfaction of the demand], as 
Julianus has it (b. 10), that if the purchaser of a piece of land 
orders his heir to release the vendor from the obligation incurred 
by the sale, but, after that, the vendor, being unaware of this fact, 
delivers the property, he can have a eondictio for the return of the 
land ; and it is a similar case, he says, if a man should order [his 
heir] to release a debtor, and the latter, in ignorance thereof, should 
pay the debt. 8. A man who is debtor to a Jilms-familias in 
respect of the latter’s pec^ium and pays him the debt is discharged 
thereof, if he was unaware of the feet that the peGuUwm had been 
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taken away ; but if he was aware of it and still paid, he has no 
right of ^because he paid what was not due with know- 

ledge of the fact. 9. if a son under potestas borrows money in 
disregard of the ^lacedonian decree of the Senate, and pays it, 
but afterwards becomes heir to his paterfamilias and desires to 
sue to recover the pieces of money at law as owner, he can be 
debarred by an exceptio from prosecuting the suit 10. If a man 
pays money under a mistake on the assumption of an award made 
against him on an arbitration, he can sue to have it returned. 
11. If money which is not due is paid to one who is either 
heir or honorum possessor to a deceased person, an action can 
be brought for the return of the money, if the person to whom 
it was paid maintains at law his right to the estate ; but, if he 
does not maintain such right, an action can be brought even 
for the return of money paid that was due. 12. A freedman, 
believing that he was bound to perform services to his patron, 
performed them accordingly ; here, as we read in Julianus {Digest 
b. 10), lie has no condictio^ although he discharged the services 
in the belief that he was under a legal obligation to do so ; as the 
fact is that a freedman is bound by natural law to perform services 
for his patron. Even w’-here no such services were performed for 
the patron, but on the latter calling upon the freedman to perform 
some duty, he settled with him for the payment of a sum of money 
and paid it accordingly, he cannot bring an action for the return 
of it. If the services which he rendered to his patron were not of 
the nature of personal duty, but industrial, for example in the way 
of painting and so on, it being his belief that he was bound to 
execute them, let us see whether he cannot have a condictio. 
However, as to this, Celsus gives it as his opinion {Digest b. 6) 
that the grounds on which services may be required are such that 
the services vary as to their nature, and as to the persons who can 
render them or to whom^ they are rendered ; very often the 
physical strength of the freedman^ or the actual character of the 
occasion will alter the gi’ound for demanding services, so that a 
man may be unable to render them even though he should wish 
to do so. However, this writer proceeds, the services admit of 
a valuation in money ; and it may very well be that people furnish 
one thing and bring a condictio for another ; for instance, suppose 
I have made over [to you] land which I was not bound to give, 

1 M. suggests qum for neque. This would give xis: “as to the persons who 
can render them, though they are rendered to the same person.” 

^ del mtOB trniporis. M. 
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and I bring a condictio for the produce ; or a slave whom I was 
not bound to give, and you, without any frauds have sold him for 
a small sum, in such a case all that you n^d return is so much of 
the purchase money as you still have got ; or say I raised the 
value of some slave at my own expense ; will not these be cases 
for a valuation ? Similarly, he says, in the present case, there can 
be a condictio brought for the amount which it would have cost 
the patron^ to hire the services. In Marcellus (Digest b. 20) the 
question is asked [how the law is] in a case where the claim on a 
freedman^ for dutiful services has been assigned to a third person; 
and what that writer says is that the freedman is not bound to 
discharge it, unless the services are of the nature of a handicraft ; 
such as these, no doubt, if the patron should so require, would 
have to be performed for another ; but if the freedman, in the 
case of an assignment, should perform dutiful services, he has no 
right of condictio^ he can neither sue the creditor for whom he 
performed them, — such performance having been made in discharge 
of a duty to another, and the creditor in question having received 
what he had a right to, — ^nor can he sue his patron, because they 
were owing to him by natural law. 13. If a man stipulates^ with 
me for ten or Stichus,” and I give him five, the question may be 
asked whether I can bring a condictio [for return of the five] ; 
what gives rise to this is the doubt whether I am not discharged 
of my debt to the extent of five ; as, if I am, I have no right of 
condictio, but I have, if I am not discharged. However, the rule 
is, as Celsus says (Digest b. 6) and Marcellus (Digest b. 20), that an 
obligational claim cannot be taken away as to half, so that, if a man^ 
[in my position] pays five, the question whether he is ^scharged 
of his debt must be kept in suspense, and an action may be brought 
against him for “ the remaining five or Stichus,” whereupon, if he 
pays the remaining five, it must be held that, even as to the first 
five, he paid a real debt, but, if he hands over Stichus, then he can 
sue to recover five as not having been owing. Accordingly, his 
subsequent transfer will determine whether, when the first five 
were paid, they were owing or not owing. But here Celsus asks this 
farther question : Suppose that, after the five were paid, Stichus was 
handed over too, but I prefer to keep the five and return Stichus, 

1 In the text “ me ” 

After operas ins. prmstaturus or some such word : cf. M. 

3 I read stipidato for sHpulatiis: but sUpulari does sometimes mean to 
promise. The sense is clear. 

* For ewm qui M. would read cum quis. 
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shall I get a hearing ? As to this, his own opinion is that by that 
time there is once libr all a good right of condictio for five, although, 
if both payment and delivery of Stichus had been made at the 
same time, I 8hou][d have been allowed to choose which of the two 
I should like to retain. 14. The samenvriter says further that if 
the promisee leaves two heirs, you cannot give five to one of them 
and give the other a share in Stichus, and a corresponding rule 
holds if the promisor leaves two heirs. According to this, the debt 
is not discharged unless either five or a share in Stichus is given to 
each of the two. 

7 Paulus {on the Edict 28) Where a man believes that he is 
bound to pay in some particular place and he pays [there] what is 
not due at all, he can sue for return of the money in any place that 
he likes ; the belief of the party who paid will not give rise to any 
corresponding particularity in the action for return of the money. 

8 The same {on the Edict 32) If a judge dismisses an action 
wrongfully, but the defendant thereby discharged pays of his own 
accord, he cannot sue for return of the money. 

9 TJLPiAjNftJS {Disputations 2) There are cases in which the 

personal status of the party who paid affords ground for an action 
for return of the money ; for instance, where a ward has paid 
without his guardian’s concurrence, or a lunatic, or one who was 
restrained by order from dealing with his property ; for all such 
cases it is an undoubted general rule that there is gi’ound for 
the action ; accordingly, if the pieces of money are to be found, 
there can be a vindicatio brought to recover them, and, if they are 
spent, it is a case for a cmidictio. 

0 The same {Disputations 10) When a man is both creditor 

and debtor to the same person, and the case is one of those in 
which there is no set off, [the rule is that,] if he pays the debt, 
he has no right of conddctio for the money on the ground that 
payment was not due, he simply has the right to sue for his 
own debt 

1 The same {Opinions 1) A man who by a mistake under- 
takes to pay a creditor [of a deceased person] a larger sum than his 
own share in the inheritance admits of has a right of condictio to 
recall a promise to give what was not due. 

2 JuiiiAHtTS {Digest 10) K a man who is bomid to give 
Pamphilus or Stichus, [whichever he likes,] should hand over both 
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together and, after that, either both or one of the two should cease 
to exist, he cannot sue to have anything return'^d, as such property 
as still exists will remain as given in discharge of the debt. 1. If 
a surety makes an agreement that he shall not be sued for the 
money which is owing, but,through inadvertence’ he pays it, he can 
bring a condictio against the promisee to get it back, the conse- 
quence of which is that the principal debtor remains liable, but the 
surety himself is protected by the exceptio founded on his agree- 
ment. Whether it is the surety who pays or his heir is immaterial ; 
sliould however the principal debtor become heir to the surety in 
question and pay the debt, he cannot sue for tlie return of it, and 
he wdll be discharged of the obligation. 2. If a woman’s idea of 
her position should be such that she conceives herself to be bound 
to make over property by way of dos, then, if she gives anything as 
dos, she will be unable to sue for the return of it, as, independently 
of the question of mistaken belief, there is still the fact of conjugal 
duty, and what is given in pursuance of that cannot be recovered 
at law. 3. A man who promises in general terms to give a slave is 
in a similar position to that of one who is bound to give a slave or 
ten [pieces], hence, if he hands over Stichus under the belief that 
he promised to give Stichus in particular, he can bring a eondietio 
to have him returned, and he will be discharged of his debt by 
giving any other slave. 

3 The same {Digest 39) If I built on vacant ground of yours 
and after that you were in possession of the building so erected, 
I should have no right of eondietio [for the expense incurred], as 
you and I would have had no dealings with one another ; the fact 
is that a man who pays money which is not due does thereby in 
some sort deal with the other, but when the owner of a site takes 
possession of a building erected there by someone else, no dealings 
are had. Indeed, even if a party who built on another man’s 
ground should actually deliver possession, he would have no right 
of eondietio, since he would not have passed the property in any- 
thing ; — ^simply the owner would have come into possession of what 
belonged to him. Hence it is well understood that if a man who 
believed himself to be heir should shore up a block of chambers 
which was part of the inheritance, the only way in which he could 
make sure of recouping the cost he incurred would be by keeping 
the property in his hands. 

4 The sam {Dige^ 40) Where a whole inheritance has been 
left a person by fidei-eomamsmti and, on condition that he gives 
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teu to the heir, a parcel of land over and above, then, if the heir 
avers that he entertains doubts of the inheritance, and he hands it 
over under the Trebellian Senatusconsultum, the person mentioned 
has no reason for giving the money, and consequently he can have 
a condictio to redover anything that he may have given in the 
matter by way of fulfilling the condition. 

5 The same {Digest 45) Whei’e a man pays a sum demanded 
in consequence of there having been no defence made to the action 
for it, then, even if he should later on be ready to make a defence, 
he will not be allowed an action to recover what he paid. 

j Paxjlus {Epitomes of Alfmus's Digest 5) The slave of a 
certain person lent a man a dish without his owner’s knowledge, 
the one to whom it was lent pledged it for debt and absconded, and 
the person with whom it was pledged declared that he would not 
give it back, unless he got his money ; but, the slave having paid 
him the money, he returned the dish. The question was asked 
whether there could be an action brought against him for return of 
the money. The answer was that if the person with whom the dish 
was pledged knew that a dish was being left in his hands as a pledge 
which did not belong to the pledgor, he had made himself liable for 
theft, and, that being the case, that, if he had taken money from 
the slave by way of letting the latter buy back the thing stolen, 
there could be an action for the return of it ; should he however 
have been unaware that what was left in his hands was not the 
pledgor’s own, he was not a thief, moreover, if the money had been 
paid him by the slave as on behalf of the person from whom he had 
received the pledge, he could not be sued for the return of it. 

JuiiiAHUS {on Urseius Ferox 3) I bought from you my own 
slave in ignorance of the fact, and I paid you the purchase money ; 
I am thoroughly of opinion that I can sue you for return of the 
money, and that I am entitled to bring a condictio with that object, 
whether you were aware or not that the slave was mine. 

Aerioanxis {Questions 9) Two brothers being in the potedas 
of the same person, one (rf them borrowed a sum of money from the 
other and, after the death of their paterfcmiMm, repaid it : the 
question was asked whether he had a right to sue for the return of 
it The answer was that he certainly might sue for the return of 
[so much of it as corresponded with] the share in respect of which 
he himself was heir to his fether ; but that, as for the share which 
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was inherited by his brother, he could sue for the return [of the 
corresponding amount] only on the assumptiqp that at least as 
much had come to the hands of that brother out of his [the 
borrower’s] peeiditmi, as the pre-existing natural obligation [which 
would nullify his claim to .the return] must be lield to have been 
taken away by the very fact that his brother had received part of 
his [the borrower’s] peculium ; so much so that, if the peadivm 
had been bequeathed in advance to the sou, I mean the son who 
owed the money to his brother, the brother could retain out of it 
the sum which was owed him. This, he proceeded to say, 
was quite in keeping with the view approved of by Julianus, 
that, if he [the borrower above mentioned] had owed something 
to a stranger, and, after the death of his father he had had to pay 
him the debt, he would have had a right to recover from his co- 
heirs in an action J^OAnilicB eveiscwndce the amount which the 
creditor would have been able to get from them by an action de 
pemlio. Consequently it was equally true that, if he began with the 
sx^onfamilice&rciseujidw, the proper course was that the pecfulivm 
should be so divided as that, with regard to a particular portion of it, 
he should be guaranteed by his co-heir [against having to pay it away 
in discharge of the debt], and, as he went on to say, if he had a 
right to be protected as against a stranger, much more could he 
claim to be guaranteed against a debt which he owed to his brother. 
1. The question has been asked, whether, if a fether lends money 
to his son and the latter after being emancipated repays it, he can 
sue for the return of it. The answer was — ^that, if no poi-tion of the 
pmMum, remains in the hands of the father, the son cannot sue ; 
as one thing which tends to prove that the natural obligation [to 
repay the loan] still exists is the fact that if a stranger brought an 
action de peculio within the year, the father would retain [out of 
the peculitmi] what his son owed him. 2. Conversely, where a 
father owed money to his son and pays it to him after he is 
emancipated, he cannot ask for the return of it ; as here again the 
same argument applies in favour of the natural obligation still 
existing, namely, that if a stranger should bring an action depecuMo 
within the year, the peeuMvm will be held to include the amount 
which the father owes. A similar rule will apply equally where a 
son is disinlierited and a stranger, being heir, pays the son what the 
father owed him. 3. I was guaranteed the payment of a legacy, 
and, the surety having paid me the' amount, it turned out that I 
had no right to the legacy : our authority hd.d; that the surety 
could sue to have the money returned. 
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Mabciaitus {Institutes 8) Should anyone, when he is able 
to have security given him by a fide-commissary, omit to do so, 
according to a rescript^ of the Divine Severus and Antoninus, he 
can bring an action to recover as imdue any payment that has 
been made in ex(>ess of the amount 0 ]ying. 

The same (Rules 3) When a man has a perpetual exceptio 
to a demand, he can bring an action to recover any payment made 
by mistake ; still this does not hold in every case ; as where the 
exceptio is allowed for the sake of the person against whom 
proceedings are taken, he can sue for a return of what lie paid, for 
example, in cases under the Senatusconsultum [Velleianum] on 
the subject of guarantees ; but where it is given to punish the 
one to whom the money is owing, money wrongly paid cannot be 
recovered by action ; for instance, where a son under p>otestas 
takes a loan of money contrary to the Senatusconsultum Mace- 
donianum and, after becoming an independent person, repays it, he 
cannot sue to recover it 1. If a portion of a house is left 
hy fdei-commissum from and after a particular day, and, before the 
Udei'Commissum vests, it is burnt, but the heir has it rebuilt at his 
own expense, it is well recognized that the cost of doing so must 
come out of the property left, and, if the heir delivers over the house 
without deducting the amount, a condictio may be brought for an 
unascertained amount to recover such cost, on the ground that the 
heir gave more than what was owing. 2. If a patron makes an 
agreement with his freedman that the latter shall not be sued 
for services, and after that any payment should be made by 
bhe freedman, an action may be brought to recover it. 

Neratixjs {Parchments 6) If a ward without the guardian’s 
concurrence promises in a stipulation to make some payment and 
pays accordingly, he has a right of action to recover the money, 
as he was under no obligation to pay it, even by natural law. 

ULPiAijrus {on the Edict 68) Ppnal sums being once paid it 
is not in accordance with the practice that there should be an 
action to recover them. 

Paxjlits (on Plautius 3) When a man has sworn that he is 
not bound in law to make over property, there is an end of all 
contention, and hence the rule is that, if any money is paid under 
these circumstances, there can be an action brought for the return 
of it 
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44 The same (on Plautius 14) No actioij. for return can be 
brought against a man who has received ^wha15 he had a right to, 
even though payment was made by someone who was not the 
actual debtor. ^ 

Javolenfs {Extracts from Plautius 2) Where a man who 
has sold an inheritance and delivered it to the purchaser omitted 
to retain what the deceased owed him, he can sue to have it returned, 
as anything paid in excess of a debt can properly be recovered by 
a condictio, 

46 The same {Ext/racts fram Plautius 4) A person who pays 
on behalf of the heir and with the heir’s own money legacies which 
are not due cannot himself sue for the return of what he gave ; but, 
if he paid the heir’s money without the latter’s knowledge, then the 
owner of the coins, so our authority tells us, will have a good 
vindicatio for them. The same legal implications attach to 
corporeal property in general. 

17 Oelsus {Digest 6) You promised under a mistake to pay 
money which you did not owe, and it was paid by the person who 
was surety for you. My opinion is that, if the surety pays on your 
behalf, then you will be liable to the surety and the promisee will be 
liable to you, and it is not necessary that you should first ratify, as 
you may be held to have commissioned the surety to make this 
very payment on your behalf. Should the surety have paid [as] on 
his own behalf a sum which he did not owe, [I shotdd say] that he 
can sue the promisee for the return, as he has paid money which 
was undue on principles of universal law; and, whatever the 
amount is by which the sum which he succeeds in recovering from 
the person to whom payment was made falls short [of what he paid], 
so much he can get from you by an actio mmidati, if, that is, when 
the promisee sued the surety, it was owing to the latter not being 
ac<]^uainted with the facts that he omitted to plead his exceptio in 
bar of the action. 

t8 The same {Digest 6) When a man promises that, if some- 
thing or other should be done by him or when it should be done, 
he will pay ten, then, if he pays what he promised before the thing 
is done, he will not be held to have done what he promised to do, 
and he can consequentiy sue for a return of the money. 

1:9 Mobbstikus {Rides 3) A condictio can be brought to recover 
money against those only to whom the money has been in some 

M. j. n. 21 
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form or other paid, not against those [as such] who are benefited 
by the payment ' ^ 

PoMPONitrs {mi Quinim Mueins 5) Where a man deliber- 
ately pays what he does not owe with the very intention of 
afterwards suing to recover it, he cannot sue. 

The same {mi Quintm Mm'ms 6) In those cases in which 
people have a right of retention of a thing but no right to sue 
for it, they cannot bring an action to have it returned, if they 
have handed it over. 

The same {on Quintm Mudm 27) People make payment 
either on a ground {ob camam) or for a purpose {oh rem) : it may be 
on a past ground, for instance, if my inducement for paying is that 
I have acquired something from you or something has been done by 
you, so that, even if the ground [assumed] is imaginary, there can 
be no action for return of the money : payment is for a purpose 
[when it is made] with a view to something ulterior to be done, 
and, if it is not done, the right to an action for return of the money 
takes effect. 

Pkootjlus {Epistles 7) An owner gave his slave liberty by 
testament, on condition that he paid ten ; the slave not being aware 
that the testament was void, the ten were paid to me ; the question 
is asked who it is who can sue for the return of the money. 
Proculus’s answer is as follows if the slave himself gave money 
which was part of his peculiv/m, without having received from his 
owner any permission to make such a payment, then the coins 
remain the property of his owner, and he can sue me for them, not, 
that is, by a condictio, but by an action m rem. But if someone 
else at the slave’s request paid me his own money, the coins paid 
became mine, and the person who owned the slave in whose behalf 
they were paid can sue for them by a condictio : but a more con- 
siderate as well as more practical plan is that the person who 
advanced the money should recover what he has a right to [from 
me] directly. 

PAPnriAETis {Questions 2) Wherever, owing to a mistake, 
payment has been made upon grounds of any kind which in law 
were of no weight or failed of effect, a comdictM will lie. 

The aATvnB {Qmstiom 6) Where urban estates are leased 
by one who knowingly took wrongful possession {prcedo), what he 
receives under the head of rent cannot be recovered in an action 
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brought by the person who paid it, but he [th<3 wrongful possessor] 
will be bound to pay it to the owner. The same rule will be applied 
as to passage money in the case of ships which such a possessor 
let or worked without title, or money which he deceives for the use 
of slaves whose services he let out ; in fact, if a slave who was 
not let out at all hands over the price of his services to such a 
wrongful possessor, as if he were his owner, he will not pass the 
property in the money. Should such a possessor receive money 
paid for the use of vessels which had been let out by the 
owner or rents for blocks of chambers, he can be sued, on the 
ground of undue payment received, by the person so paying, and 
the latter is not discharged of his debt ; so that, with regard to the 
common rule that a wilfully wrongful holder is liable to a condietio 
for profits [which he has received], this applies only where such 
profits belonged to the owner of the property. 

56 The same (Qwstions 8) There is quite enough to make a 
case of money not being due where the defence to an action for it 
founded on a given exceptio is one as to which it is uncertain 
whether it is temporary or absolute. If, for example, a person^ 
makes an agreement that he shall not be sued for a debt until Titius 
becomes consul, then, seeing that the death of Titius may render 
absolute an eosceptio which, if Titius takes the consulship, is 
temporary, it is perfectly con-ect to say that, if anything is paid in 
the meantime, an action can be brought for the return of it. In 
fact, just as an agreement which appoints a particular day for 
payment can never lead to a condietio [if payment is made 
sooner] any more than there would be one if the debtor paid on 
the day named, so too it is plain that where there is a legal defence 
which is founded on an agreement of uncertain operation [in the 
above particular] the case is practically one of a conditional 
obligation*. 

57 The same (Besponsa 3) Where a guardian pays down on 
behalf of a boy under age money that is not due, the latter has a 
right of condietio for the return of it. 1. A creditor requeste.that 
the debt should be paid to his agent ; in this case, if money is paid 
in excess of the debt, an action can be brought against the agent for 
undue payment ; but if the creditor, in pointing out a person to 
receive payment, expressly named a larger sum to be paid him, the 
action for the return of money paid unduly will be against the party 

‘ Bead for 

^ Bead eondidoms for ayndictionis. C£ M. 
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Bfho pointed the other out, and the right of action is not held to be 
iaken away if proceedings should have been taken against the agent 
:o no purpose. 

The same (Reiponsa 9) A testator left a fdei-eommissum 
to a slave whom he manumitted, provided always that he acquired 
lus liberty by the testament ; the slave received the money without 
any application being made to the judge, and, after that, he was 
declared to be freeborn. Hereupon, the money left by fdei- 
eommissum not having been due, there can be an action for the 
return of it. 

The same {Definitions 2) If a surety who is legally dis- 
charged pays the money under a mistake, there will be nothing, so 
far, to prevent his suing for a return of it ; but if the principal 
debtor should afterwards himself pay under a mistake, he cannot 
sue ; the first payment, which was void, does not dissolve a natural 
obligation, nor does it a civil one, if the principal debtor was really 
bound. 

Paulxjs {Questions 3) Julianus declared that a man who 
reaUy owed money and who paid it after issue was joined in an 
action could not sue for the return of it, if the action were still 
pending, because he could not sue if the case against him were 
dismissed, nor could he if he were ordered to pay, as, even if it 
were dismissed, he would still continue to be debtor by natural law ; 
he would, in fact, Julianus adds, be in the position of a man who 
promised in such terms as these, — that he would pay whether such 
and such a ship came from Asia or did not come, seeing that one 
ground or else the other^ gives occasion for the payment 1. But 
where a man who owes money absolutely promises to pay it on a 
condition, his object being to novate the contract, many hold that 
so long as the novation is in suspense, if he pays, he can sue for the 
return of the money, — ^because it is not yet clear which is the 
obligation in pursuance of which he paid; and it is, in their 
opinion, a similar case if we suppose that two different persons 
promise the same sum, the one in absolute terms and the other on 
a condition with the object of novating the contract. But here the 
circumstances are different ; as in the case [first mentioned] of the 
absolute and conditional stipulations, it is certain that it is the 
saniA person who will be debtor in either case. 


1 For oMerirts read aZterave. Of. M. 
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61 SOJEVOLA {Responsa 5) [A ward having become heir to his 
fether,] the guardians of the ward paid some o^ the creditors out of 
the father’s assets, but after that, as the pi’operty was not sufficient, 
they made the ward decline the inheritance ; the question is asked 
whether the creditors wilhhave to return the amount paid them by 
the guardians in excess or the whole of what they received. My 
answer was that, if there had been no fraudulent dealing, nothing 
was owing to the guardians or to the ward, but they were liable to 
the other creditors for so much of their own debts as had been paid 
in excess. 

62 MiECiANtis (Fidei-commissa 4) If payment of a 
commissmn has been made the subject of a stipulation, in spite of 
the fact that it was not due, still, inasmuch as it has been promised 
with a view to the discharge of a testamentary trust by one who 
was aware of the facts, it is a legal debt. 

63 Gaius {on Oases) Neratius mentions a case that might arise 
of a man being unable to sue for the return of what he handed over, 
on the ground that he owed what he gave, in which however he is 
not discharged of his obligation. An instance is where one who 
was bound to deliver a particular slave hands him over when a 
statvliher ; he is not, he says, discharged, because he does not pass 
the absolute property in the man to the promisee ; still, he cannot 
sue to have him returned, because he owed all he handed over. . 

64 Tkyphokinus {Disputations 7) If a slaveowner owed money 
to his slave and paid it to him after his manumission, he cannot 
sue for the return of it, even though he paid under the impression 
that he was liable to some action to compel him to do so, as he paid 
in recognition of an obligation good in natural law. Liberty we 
know exists in virtue of natural law and command over men was 
introduced by the law of the world {jus gentium), and thus the 
question of debt or no debt in connexion with the right to bring a 
coTidietio [for money once paid] must be considered from the point 
of view of natural law. 

66 PAtriiirs {on Plautius 17) In short, to exhibit in general 
terms the law as to actions for the return of things handed over, it 
should be understood that property is delivered either in pursuance 
of a compromise of claims, or on a foregoing ground {coma), or in 
order to fulfil some condition, or for something to be done, 
or without any obligation; and in all these cases the question as to 
an action for the return of the property presents itself. 1. Now, 
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with regard to delivery in pursuance of a compromise, even if 
there was no good r^eason for it {res nulla medici), there can be no 
action for the return ; as, if there was any contention at law, the 
very fact that the contention is given up is held to amount to a 
ground. If, on the other hand, a plain case^of fraud should be brought 
to light and the compromise be invalid, the action will be allowed. 
2. Again, if something is given on some foregoing ground, for 
instance, because I thought that I had been helped in my business 
by the other party, though this was not really the case, then, 
seeing that I desired to make him a present, however erroneous my 
impression may have been, the action for return of the gift cannot 
be brought. 3. I can however proceed by condictio as having 
fulfilled a condition attached to a legacy or to an inheritance 
[which I thought was given me] whether in reality no legacy was 
made me or a legacy [that was made] is taken away, and thus I can 
sue for the return of what 1 gave, — the fact being that I did not 
give with the idea that I was concluding a contract, — since the 
object with a view to which I gave was not realized. The same 
holds where I was unwilling or unable to take up tlie inheritance. 
The rule will not apply in a case where my slave was appointed 
heir subject to a condition and I thereupon give something [in 
pursuance of the condition], after which the man takes up the 
inheritance, being then manumitted ; as in this case the object aimed 
at is realized. 4. What is given for something to be done may be 
the subject of an action for return on principles of justice and fair- 
ness ; for example, where I give you something in order that you 
may do a particular thing and you do not do it. 5. Where a man 
sues for the return of what was not owing, proceeds and the chil- 
dren of female slaves that were given must be handed over as well, 
with a reservation of the cost 0. In a case of corn being delivered 
vdthout obligation, its quality is taken into account, and, if the 
defendant has consumed the com, the action vrill be for the value, 

7. Similarly if what I gave was s^licMtatio, I can sue for the money, 
I do not mean for the amount which it could have been let for, but 
the amount for which you [the defendant] would have hired it. 

8, If I hand over to you a slave whom I was not bound to give, and 
you manumit him, then, if you did this with knowledge of the facts, 
you will be liable to pay his value, but if without such knowledge, 
you will not be under that liability, but you must pay the value of 
the services due from him as a freedman, and you will have to make 
aver any inheritance acquired from him. 9. Payment is “ undue, 
aot merely when it is not owing at all, but equally so when it is 
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owing to one man but made to another, or in a case where what 
one man owes another pays as if he owed it hihaself. 

Papiniantts {Qmstwm 8) This eondictio, introduced as it 
has been on principles of justice and fairness, has become the 
customary means of prociiring the return of such property of one 
man as is discovered to be in the possjession of another without any 
title to it. 

Sc.®V0IjA {Digest 5) Stichus, after receiving by the testament 
of a person whom he believed to be his owner a gift of his liberty, 
on condition that, for ten years from the testator’s death, he paid 
ten every year to his heirs, in accordance therewith paid the siun 
so specified for eight years ; after which he discovered that he was 
really freeborn, and he made no payment for the years remaining ; 
moreover he was judicially declared to be freeborn. The question 
was asked whether he could sue for the return of the money which 
he had given the heirs as not having been due, and, if so, by what 
kind of action. The answer was that, if he had paid money which 
had not been procured either by his own services or through the 
property of the man whom he had served in good faith, there could 
be an action for the retum of it. 1. A guardian paid money to a 
creditor of his ward in excess of what was owing to him, and, when 
the action on guardianship was brought, he did not credit himself 
with the amount ; I wish to know whether he has a right to sue 
the creditor for return of the money. The answer was “Yes.” 
2. Titius, being in debt to a great many persons, one of whom was 
Seius, assigned his property to Msevius in pursuance of a secret sale, 
on ‘the understanding that the latter would satisfy the creditors. 
Msevius, on this, paid to Seius, as if it were owing to him, money 
which had already been paid by Titius himself ; and the question 
was asked, on certain receipts being found in the possession of 
Titius the debtor relating to debts partly paid, who it was that had 
a right to sue for the return of the money paid unduly, Titius the 
debtor or Msevius, the latter having been made “promrator on his 
own behalf.” The answer was that, taking the facts as stated, it was 
the one who paid last. 3. The inquirer asked further whether the 
agreement which it is the practice to insert on settling accounts, 
namely such as follows, — ^that there shall be no further dispute 
between the parties in pursuance of the contract herein referred 
to, — would be a bar to the action. The answer was that there was 
nothing stated which would make it a bar. 4. Lucius Titius lent 
to Grains Seius, who was under twenty-five years of age, a given sum 
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of money, and received a certain amount from him by way of 
interest The heir Gains Seius the aforesaid minor got an order 
for a restitutio in integ^’um from the Governor of the province as 
against Publius Mmvius [heir of Lucius Titius?], to enable him to 
avoid paying the dfebt which fell on the deceased’s estate, but^ with 
regard to the interest on the principal, which interest Seius the 
person under twenty-five hail paid the creditor, nothing was said 
in the court of the Governor as to any action for the return 
of it nor was any judgment given about it. I wish to ask 
whether the heir of Gains Seius the person under twenty-five 
years of age can sue for the return of the interest which the latter 
had paid to the creditor as long as he lived. The answer was that, 
taking the facts as stated, there could be no action for the return 
of what the deceased had paid by way of inter.est. I wish to ask 
ftirther, assuming your opinion to be that there can be no such 
action, whether the heir has a right to retain the interest out of 
some other debt. The answer was : — “No, not even that.” 


VII. 

On Condiotio foe want of Groono. 

Ulpiantts {on Sabinus 43) Again, there is a right of 
condictio in the following case, viz. where a person makes a 
promise without ground or where he pays what was not owing. 
Where however he has promised without ground, he cannot bring 
a condictio for values wliich he never gave but only for the 
oNigatio itself ; but we may add that if he promised on a fore- 
going ground, but the ground failed, the rule is that it will be a 
case for a condictio. 2. Whether the promise was made without 
ground at the outset, or there was a ground for the promise which 
is exhausted or has foiled, the rule is that it is a case for a condictio. 
3. It is acknowledged law that a condictio for anything can be 
brought against a man only where it has come to his hands either 
on no just ground or under circumstances which come to the same 
thing. 

The same (on the Edict 32) A fuller having engaged to wash 
some clothes, the clothes are lost, whereupon, being sued on his 

^ deL et. M. 
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contract, he pays their value to the owner, after which the latter 
finds them. What action must the fuller bring' recover the value 
which he gave? To this Cassius says that^he not only can sue on 
the contract, but he can bring a condictio against the owner. My 
own opinion is that he has at any rate a rigUt of action on the 
contract ; but as to the right to bring a condictio, this has been 
questioned, as he did not pay anything which he did not owe; 
unless indeed we like to say that the money can be recovered by 
a condictio for the reason that it was given without ground, as, no 
doubt, when the clothes are found, the money may be held to have 
been given without ground. 

3 JuLiANTJS {Digest 8) People who are under an obligation 
without ground can get discharged of the obligation by a condictio 
for want of ground brought for an unascertained amount ; and it is 
immaterial whether the plaintiff contracted the whole obligation 
without ground or a more extensive obligation than he need 
have contracted, except indeed that proceedings taken in order 
to be freed from all obligation whatever differ from those taken 
in order to be relieved to some extent : for instance, a man who 
promised to give ten, if^ he had no ground for making the promise, 
can, by a condictio for an unascertained amount, procure that he 
shall be formally released from the whole stipulation, but, if he 
promised ten where he need only have promised five, he can procure 
by a similar condictio that he shall be discharged of five. 

4 Afrioanus {Questions 8) It is immateiial whether a thing 
was given at the outset without ground, or the ground on which it 
was given foiled. 

5 Papinianus {Questions 11) A woman in view of a marriage 
with her maternal uncle gave a sum of money by way of dos, but 
did not marry hina. The question has been asked whether she can 
sue to have the money returned. To this I said that, when money 
is paid on a ground which is immoral on the part of both giver and 
receiver, there is no right of condictio, and, where both are equally 
guilty, the person in possession has the better right ; adding that 
I supposed that anyone who followed that line of argument was 
likely to give the opinion that the woman could not bring a 
condictio ; but that nevertheless it could be properly said on the 
other side that in the instance before us it was not so much a case 
of an immoral ground as of no ground at all, it being in fact 
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impossible that the money which was given should be turned into 
a dos, as the objecf in view of which it yas given was not illicit 
intercourse but marriage. 1. A stepmother gave money by way of 
dos for a marriage with her stepson, similarly a daughter-in-law for 
marriage with her^ father-in-law, but nq, marriage took place. At 
the first glance it looks as if there were no right of condictio to 
recover the money, because it is a case of incest by universal law ; 
nevertheless, in these cases it is still clearer that there was no 
ground at all for the giving of dos ; consequently there is a right 
of condictio. 
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1 . 

On the Conmotio Furtiva. 

1 Ulpianus {on Sabinm 18) In the case of a thing stolen the 
condietio can be brought by the owner alone. 

2 PoMPONiTJS {on Sahinus 16) Both lunatics and infants are 
amenable to a condietio fwrtiva (founded on theft), where they 
have become compulsory heirs, though they cannot be sued [in the 
action for theft]. 

3 Patjltts {on SoMnus 9) If a condietio founded on a case of 
theft is brought for a slave, there is no doubt that damages are 
demandable to the extent of the plaintiff’s interest ; say, for 
example, that the slave was appointed heir to someone and his 
owner is in danger of losing the inheritance. Julianus himself says 
this. A g ain, if the condietio is for a slave now dead, the plaintiff, 
he tells us, will get the value of the inheritance. 

4 TTt.p t A W ITH {on Sabinm 41) If a slave or a son under potestas 

commits a theft, there is a right of condietio against the owner of 
the slave for whatever came to his hands ; as for the balance, the 
owner can surrender the slave for noxa. 

6 Patjltjs {on Sabinns 9) A eondi/Aio founded on a case of 
theft can be brought against a son under potestasy as the only 
person who is ever liable to such a condietio is the one who 
committed the theft or his heir. 

6 IJLPiANtrs {on the Edict 38) Accordingly, even where a 
theft is committed with the aid and advice of another, the latter 
will not be liable to the condietio, though he is to an action for 
theft. 



332 On the Condictio Furtiva'*’ [book xm 

The same {on Sabinus 42) Where a man has settled for the 
loss as a thief, it i^ quite certain that this^is no bar to a condictio ; 
by settling for the loss^ the right of action for theft is taken away, 
but not the right of condictio, 1. The action for theft is brought 
for the statutable "damages, the condictio for the actual goods ; the 
result of which is that the right to an action for theft is not taken 
away by the condictio nor the right to a condictio by the action for 
theft. Accordingly, a man whose property has been stolen has a 
right of action for theft and a right of condictio and a right of 
vindicatio (action to recover as owner), he can also have an action 
cbd exhihendum (for production). 2. The condictio for stolen goods, 
inasmuch as it is an action for a thing, is good against the heir 
of the thief too, and that not only while a slave [for example] 
who was stolen is living, but even after his death ; in fact, where 
the stolen slave met with his death while in the possession of the 
heir of the thief, or even not in his possession, the rule still is that, 
after the slave’s death, the right of condictio will run on against 
the heir. What we have just said of the heir applies equally to any 
kind of successor. 

The same {mi the Edict 27) Where goods are stolen the 
condictio may be brought for the actual goods ; but is this only so 
long as they are still in existence, or does it hold equally where they 
are no more to be found in the world ? As to this, if the thief has 
delivered them up, then beyond doubt no condictio can be brought ; 
but, so long as he does not do so, there remains a good right of 
condictio for the value put upon them, as it is impossible for the 
things themselves to be handed over. 1. Where a condictio is 
brought for stolen goods, the question arises what the time is to 
which the estimate of their value applies. As to this, the rule 
is that we must look at the time at which the thing bore the 
utmost value it ever had, especially considering that a thief will 
not get off by handing over property the value of which has been 
reduced ; a thief is held to be always in default. 2. Lastly it should 
be observed that mesne profits are included in this action. 

The same {on the Edict 30) In a condictio on the ground 
of theft the defendant is liable not merely for the amount which has 
come to his hands, but for the whole, assuming that he is sole heir ; 
but a man who is heir for a share is liable to the extent of such 
share in the thing stolen as he has in the inheritance. 

The same {on the Edict 38) A thief is liable to the condictio 
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whether he is “ manifest ” or “ not manifest.” But a thief manifest 
will only he liable to the condictio so long as'jbhe owner has not 
taken possession of the things stolen ; it is clear that no thief is 
liable to a condictio after the owner has once taken possession. 
Hence Julianas, in order to be able to proceed 'v^fith the discussion 
of the condictio in the case of a thief manifest, takes the case of 
the detected thief having killed or bi'bken up or poured out what 
he had misappropriated. 1. A man who is liable for m bona rapta 
(robbery) can be sued in a condictio, so Julianus informs us 
{Digest b. 22). 2. The condictio will be admissible only so long as 
the ownership in the thing has not passed away from the owner by 
his own act ; so that, if he should transfer it to another, he loses 
the right of condicUo. 3. Hence Celsus says {Digest b. 12) that if 
the owner bequeaths the stolen goods to the thief unconditionally, 
his heir cannot bring a condictio for them against him, and, even if 
the bequest is not to the thief himself but to someone else, the 
same rule holds and the condictio is lost, as the ownership is gone 
by the act of the testator, that is of the owner. 

1 PAtTLTJS {cm the Edict 39) Even the legatee himself cannot 
bring the co^icUo ; the condictio is open only to the person from 
whom the thing was stolen or to his heir; but the legatee has a 
good right of vindicatio for a thing which the owner bequeathed 
to him. 

.2 Ulpianus {on the Edict 38) Accordingly Marcellus (b. 7) 
lays down the law in very apt language ; what he says is If what 
was stolen is still your property ^ you can condict it ; but it is 
equally true that, if you lose the position of owner otherwise than 
by your own act, you can still condict it. 1. Hence, where the 
thing was common property, it makes a difference, as he weU says, 
whether you challenged your co-owner to commwni dirndimdo 
proceedings or he challenged you ; as if it was you who challenged, 
you lost the right to bring the condwtio, but, if it was your fellow- 
owner, you have it still. 2. Neratius {Parchment books) mentions 
that it was held by Aristo that, where a thing has been given in 
pledge, the pledgee can, if it is stolen, bring a condictio for an 
unascertained amount. 

^ After read rei. Cf. M. 

2 jSi res mihi sulrepta tua remaneat^ condices. The word mihi is puzzling, 
M, suggests reading it before condices. I have left it out, which is practically the 
same thing. The above reading is impossible, but the sense is clear. 



334 On' the Condictio Ifurtiva* [book xm 

PATJiiiTS {on the^Edidi 39) If cups have been made out of 
silver that was stolen, according to Fulcinitis, they can be condicted ; 
accoi'dingly in a condictio for the cups, a value will be put upon 
any device engraved which was made at the expense of the thief ; 
just as, where a [slave] child is stolen and grows to be a man, the 
valuation will be of his worth as ftdl-gi’own, although he grow to 
manhood under the care anJ at the expense of the thief. 

JuLiANUS {Digest 22) If a stolen slave has been bequeathed 
subject to a condition, then, as long as the condition is in suspense, 
the hdir can bring a condictio, but should the condition be fiilfill ed 
after joinder of issue, the action must thereupon be dismissed, just 
as if the same slave had been ordered by testament to be free 
subject to a condition, and the condition were fulfilled after joinder 
of issue : the fact being that the plaintiff himself has now no 
interest in getting hold of the man and the property has ceased 
to be his through no ill practice on the part of the thief. If 
judgment were given while the condition was still pending, the 
judge must form an estimate as to what price the slave would 
fetch in the market 1. But in this action the plaintiff will not 
have to give security to the person against whom proceedings are 
taken. 2. If an ox is stolen and then killed, the owner has a good 
condictio for the ox and the hide and the flesh, where, that is, hide 
and flesh have been handled [so as to constitute theft], and the 
horns can be condicted too. But if the owner, by means of the 
condictio, gets the value of the ox, and afterwards brings a similar 
action for any other of the things above mentioned, he can beyond 
question be barred by an exe^tio. Should he on the other hand 
condict the hide and get the value of it, and thereupon proceed 
to condict the ox, then, if the thief offers the value of the ox less 
the value of the hide, the plaintiff will be barred by an exceptio 
of dolus malm. 3. The rule is similar on a theft of grapes ; tWe 
is a good right of conMcUo in law for the mustwm and the grape- 
stones. 

CiHLSirs {Digest 12) Where a slave steals from anyone, he 
will be liable to an action for theft on accoimt of his act on 
becoming free ; but no condictio can be brought against him, 
imless he handled the goods after he became free. 

PoMPOsrius {on Quintm Mucim 38) Where a man commits 
theft by making use of something which was lent him or deposited 
with him, he can be called to account by a condictio on the ground 
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of theft as well [as by the ordinary actions]. A difference between 
this and the actio comvmdMi is that, if the thing is destroyed, 
even without any malice or negligence on the part of the defendant, 
he is still liable to the condictio ; whereas, in the actio eommodati, 
the defendant is rarely held liable except so far as he was guilty of 
negligence, and, in the actio depo^i, only for deliberate malice^ 

17 Papiitiaktts {Questiom 10) It is a matter of small account, 
as bearing on the extinction of the right of condictio, whether, 
when a slave has been stolen, there is an offer to restore him or the 
matter is brought under a different head of debt and a different 
kind of obligation ; nor do I concern myself with the question 
whether the slave is on the spot or not, as the default which was 
involved in the fact of theft is got lid of by a sort of shifting of 
the claim {veluti qwadam ddegatione). 

18 Sc.arvoLA ( Questions 4) Seeing that, if a man receives money 
which is not due with knowledge of the fact, this amounts to theft, 
we may consider the question whether, where a proGurator pays 
with his own money, this does not amount to a theft on the 
procurator himself. Pomponius says {EpisUes 8) that the pro- 
curator does have a right of condictio founded on theft ; but that 
I myself [the principal] have a similar right, if I ratify such a 
payment of something that was not owed. However, if one action 
is brought, this puts an end to the right to bring the other. 

19 Patous (on Neratius 3) Juhanus gave it as his opinion 
that, where a daughter removed [her husband’s] goods, a conMctio 
must be allowed against her ft,ther, in pemlium (to the extent of 
what her father allows her). 

20 TRYPHONisrus {Disputations 15) Where the thief is ready 
to defend a condictio, and, as long as the thing stolen is in existence, 
it is within my power to bring the action, but after a while the 
thing is destroyed, the old lawyers were still of opinion that the 
right to a condictio would remain, as it is clear that where a man 
at the outset handled anything against the will of the owner, he is 
always in deftiult in the matter of restoring it, it being a thing 
which he never ought to have taken away at all. 


1 Omit depoiiti before agstur. C£ M. 
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II. 

On Condictio under the Statute. 

Paulus {on Plaidim 2) K an obligation is introduced by a 
new statute, and no provision is made in the statute itself as to 
what kind of action it is by which to proceed, the action must be 
“ under the statute.” 


III. 

On a teiticarian Condictio. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 27) A man who sues for a definite 
sum of money which he has advanced must employ the action 
referred to in the words “Where a definite demand is made,” but 
one who sues for anything of a different kin d must do so by a 
“triticarian” condictio. To state the law in general terms, the 
things which are sued for in this action are any which there may 
happen to be which differ from money advanced, whether they are 
determined by weight or by measure, and whether they are movable 
or consist of land. Accordingly, one may sue in this way for a 
piece of land, including the case of land let on perpetual lease, 
or one in which the plaintiff stipulated for the conveyance of a 
mere right, such as a usufruct, or a servitude to be attached to 
either kind of estate [urban or rustic]. 1. No one can sue in this 
action for his own properly, except in those special cases in which 
this is allowed, for example, iu a case founded on theft, or one in 
which a movable object^ W been forcibly carried off. 

t 

The s am e {on 8ahinus 18) Sabinus goes further and says 
that, where a man has turned anyone by force out of his land, he 
is liable to a condAetio for it, and Celsus too says the same thing, but 
this is only in case the person who was ejected and brings the action 
is the owner ; and, if he is not owner, still, according to Celsus, he 
can bring a condidAo for the possession. 


^ Read re after M. 
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3 The same (ou the Edict 27) In this action, if the question 
IS asked to what time thq valuation of the thing’ sued for is to refer, 
the better opinion is, and this is held b> SerVius, that we must 
consider the time when judgment is pronounced against the de- 
fendant, and if, by that tim^, the thing [say any animal] should have 
ceased to exist, the time of death ; but this, as Celsus says, must 
be taken with some allowance ; we must not look at the closing 
moments of life, lest the valuation be brought down to a very 
small sum ; for example, suppose a slave is mortally wounded. 
But whichever of the above times is taken, so Marcellus tells us 
(b. 20), if the object sued for lost value at a time when the de- 
fendant was already in default, an estimate must be made of the 
depreciation; consequently, if the defendant hands over a slave 
who, after he had come to be in default, was deprived of the sight 
of one eye, he is not really discharged ; so that, in a case of that 
nature, the valuation must refer back to the moment when the 
defendant began to be in default. 

4 Gaius {on the provincial Edict) If the subject of the suit 
should be goods of any kind which ought to have been handed over 
on a given day, for example, wine, oil or com, then, according to 
Cassius, the damages ought to be determined by the value which 
they would have borne on the day when the goods were to be 
handed over ; or, if no agreement was made as to the day, then 
the value which they bore when issue was joined ; and a similar 
rule applies as to place ; so that an estimate should first be made 
with reference to the place where the goods were to be handed 
over, but, if there was no agreement as to place, then the place to 
be considered must be the one where the action was brought. In 
fact this principle is applied as to every kind of case. 


IV. 


On things which ahe to be eendered at a sfecepied ^ 

PLACE. 

1 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 9) It used to be held that 
it was not open to any one to bring an action at a different place 
from that in which, according to the terms of his stipulation, 
the thing sued for would have to be rendered. As, however, it 
was uiyust, supposing the promisor never came to the place where, 

22 


H. J. 11. 
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according to his promise, the thing would have to be handed over, 
whether because h'e purposely avoided Jihe place or because he 
was unavoidably ietaiped elsewhere, that the promisee should be 
unable to come by what he had a right to, it was therefore thought 
proper to provide •an ntUw actio to mee^ the case. 

2 UliPlANTTS {on the Edicf, 27) An arbitrarian action may be 
advantageous either to the plaintiff or to the defendant ; where the 
advantage is on the side of the defendant, the judgment is for a 
smaller sum of money than is claimed, and, where it is on the side 
of the plaintiff, for a greater sum\ 1. The action in question may 
be founded on a stipulation such as the following : I stipulate with 
you that ten shall be paid me at Ephesus. 2. If a man sues on 
a stipulation that there shall be given him either ten at Ephesus 
or a slave at Capua, he cannot lay one of the two places out of the 
case when he brings his action, lest he should be depriving the 
defendant of the advantage given by locality. 3. According to 
Scsevola {Questions b. 15), it is by no means the fact that what is 
implied tacitly in a stipulation is, as a matter of course, in the 
defendant’s power ; what he is [to be] bound to do he can, he says, 
determine, but not whether or not he is [to be] bound at all. 
Accordingly, where a man promises to give either Stichus or 
PamphUus, he can choose what his delivery shall be of, so long as 
both are alive; but, as soon as one of the two dies, there is an end, 
he says, of his power of selection, or else it would be open to him 
to determine whether he is bound at all, assuming that he were 
unwilling to hand over the living slave whom alone he would be 
bound to give. Hence, in the case before us, if a man promised to 
give something at either Ephesus or Capua, he could not be sued 
at all, if it depended on his choice where the action should be 
brought, as he would as a matter of course choose a different place 
[from that in which the plaintiff was], and the result of this would 
be to put in his power to determine whether he should be bound 
^ all ; accordingly Scsevola holds that the action can be brought 
against him in either of the two, and that without further mention 
of place, so that the plaintiff is allowed to select the place where 
to sue. In fact he lays it down in general terms that the plaintiff 
can choose where to sue and the defendant where to hand over, 
that is until the action is brought. Hence, he proceeds to say, 
if there is an alternative as to subject joined to an alternative as to 
place, the necessary result is to give the plaintiff the choice as to 

^'DA.p&suniafiat. 
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subject through his right of choice as to place ; indeed the truth 
is you put it out of the plaintiff’s power to ’bring an action by 
your wish to keep the choice [of subject?] in the hands of the 
defendant. 4. If a man stipulates with the words “at Ephesus omd 
Capua,” what our authority says is that he mifet sue for part at 
Ephesus and part at Capua. 6. If he stipulates for a set of flats 
to be built, without adding the place where, the stipulation is void. 
6. If a man’s stipulation is for ten to be paid at Ephesus, then, if he 
sues before the day on which he can reach Ephesus, he sues to 
no purpose ; [there^is no doubt indeed that a smt is brought to 
no purpose^] before the time, as Julianus himself says that a 
particular day is tacitly implied in such a stipulation as the above. 
Consequently I believe that what Julianus holds is sound, that where 
a man stipulates at Rome for something to be given at Carthage on 
the same day, the stipulation is inoperative. 7. Again, Julianus 
discusses the following point, namely, where a man has stipulated 
that something should be given at Ephesus to either himself or 
Titius, whether, if payment should be made to Titius at some other 
place, the promisee can in spite of this last fact, claim by action 
that payment should be made to himself : as to which what Julianus 
tells us is that there is no discharge of the debt, so that an action 
can be brought for the amount of the promisee’s loss. But 
Marcellus says, both in an independent discussion and in a note 
to Julianus, that it may be held that there is a good discharge 
even if payment is made to me in some other place, although I 
cannot be compelled to accept it against my will ; and, if there is 
no discharge, the proper thing to say certainly is, in his opinion, 
that the promisee has still a right to ask for the whole sum ; the 
case being like that of a man building a block of chambers on 
a different spot from that specified in his promise, who would not 
be discharged of any part of his obligation. However, my own 
view is that the cash of paying a sum of money differs from that of 
building a set of flats, and consequently that the action can only 
be brought for the loss incurred. 8. We may proceed now to 
discuss the duty of the judge who hears such a case and consider 
whether he must follow scrupulously the amormt named in the 
contract or either go beyond or fall short of such amount, so that 
if the defendant has an interest in making payment at Ephesus 
rather than at the particular place where the action is brought, 
this fact may be taken into account. Julianus, following in this 

laM. 

22—2 
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the opinion of Labeo, took into account also the position of the 
plaintiff, who sonretimes might have sOme interest in getting 
payment at Ephesus ; accordingly account must be taken of what 
is advantageous tq, the plaintiff. For example, what is to be said 
if he advanced money on a contract of bottomry and is to be repaid 
it at Ephesus, at which place he owed a sum of money under a 
penalty or on security, and the consequence of your [the defendant’s] 
default is that the property which he pledged is sold or the penalty 
incurred ? Or say he owed money to the treasury, and [his] your 
promisee’s property has been sold for much less than its value ; 
the amount of difference it made to him will have to be taken into 
account in the arbitrarian action, and that on a scale which may 
go beyond the statutable limits for interest on money lent 
Suppose, again, he was in the practice of buying goods for sale ; 
ought not the profit [which he missed the opportunity of making] 
to be taken into account and not simply the actual loss he incurred? 
My opinion is that the profit that he misses should be taken into 
account too. 

3 Gaitjs {on the provincial Edict 9) The reason why this 
action is submitted to the judge’s decision is that we all know how 
much the prices of things vary from one city or region to another, 
especially in the case of wine, oil and corn ; and, as for money, 
though it may be thought that its power is one and the same 
everywhere, still, in some places it is procurable easily and at 
a moderate rate of interest and in others with greater difficulty 
and only at a heavy rate of interest 

4 ULPiANtTS (on the Edict 27) If, on the other hand, the 
action is brought at Ephesus, only the actual amount can be asked 
for, and nothing further, unless the plaintiff had made some 
stipulation for it, or unless the advantage of despatch comes in 
in the case [in some other way]. 1. Sometimes the judge before 
whom the action is brought, seeing that the case is arbitrarian, 
will be bound to discharge the defendant after first requiring him 
to undertake to pay the money at the place where the promise 
was made. For instance, how if it is alleged that the money was 
offered to the plaintiff at that place, or deposited there, or that 
it could easily be paid there : otight not the judge in some such 
cases to discharge the defendant? To state the matter briefiy, — 
the judge who is appointed to hear such a case ought to keep 
equitable principles in view as well [as strict law]. 
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6 Paultjs {(ni the Edict 28) If an heir is ordered by the testator 

to give something at a’ specified place, ther^ is ground for an 
arbitrarian action ; ? 

6 PoMPONius {on Sabinus 22) or money .was lent on the 
understanding that it should be repaid at a specified place. 

7 Patjltjs {on the Edict 28) In Vona fide cases, even though 
it was a term in the contract that a thing should be handed over 
at a specified place, the action allowed is that on purchase or on 
sale or on deposit, and not the actio a/rhitraria. 1. But if a man 
promised in a stipulation^ that he would make delivery at a specified 
place, this last is the action to which to have recourse. 

8 APRiCANtrs {Questions 3) Having stipulated for the payment 
to you of a hundred at Capua, you took a surety ; any action for the 
money brought against the surety will have to be on the same 
terms as if it were against the promisor himself ; that is to say, 
if it is brought in any other place than Capua, it must be an 
arbitrarian action, and the damages must be laid at an amount 
representing the interest which either the defendant or the plaintifij 
[as the case may be], would have in the money in question being 
paid at Capua rather than anywhere else. Should it moreover 
happen that it was owing to the default of the principal debtor 
that the whole hundred were not paid at Capua, the burden on the 
surety must not be any the greater, as this case cannot properly be 
compared with that of an obligation to pay interest ; in such a case 
as that, there are two stipulations, but here there is only one, that 
is, a stipulation for repayment of money lent, in connexion with 
the performance of which the qu^tion of the measure of damages 
is entrusted to the equitable discretion {arbitritem) of the judge : 
and one thing which in my judgment exhibits very plainly the 
difference between the two cases is that, if, after the defendant has 
begun to be in default, part of the money owing is paid and an 
action is brought for the rest, the prescribed function of the judge 
is such that he must make an estimate of the interest which the 
plaintiff has in payment being made at Capua with reference to the 
reduced amount only which is the subject of the action. 

9 Ulpiaots {on SaMnus 47) When a person promises to pay 
at a specified place, he is not at liberty to pay in any other place 
than the one for which he promised, without the consent of the 
promisee. 

^ Stipidatm sit- aa imasual use of the word. Qf. D. 12. 6. 13. 
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Patjlus {Questions 4) If, after default of the promisor as to 
payment in Oapua> the promisee should be about to bring an 
arbitrarian action, but Be should first take a surety with reference 
to such action, let us consider whether it is not the case that any 
amount that might have to be added tb the original debt by the 
judgment of the Court will, not be owing [from the surety] and 
does not form part of his obligation ; so that, in fact, even now, if 
the principal sum should be paid, or the action should be brought 
at Capua, the special power of the judge \arhitrium\ is at an end ; 
unless, indeed, it should be said, supposing, for instance, the judge 
would have to order payment of the sum of a hundred and twenty, 
that thereupon, if payment were made of a hundred, that sum must 
be held to be paid on the whole amount, that is out of [the amount 
due for] both the original debt and the penalty, so as to leave it still 
open to the plaintiff to sue for so much more as is still due of the 
original debt^ with a penalty in addition for non-payment of that 
amount. But this view of the matter is in my opinion inadmissible, 
especially as, in accepting the payment the creditor may be held 
to have remitted the penalty. 


V. 

On a oonstitutum of money. 

Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 27) In this Edict the Praetor 
favours natural justice, as he maintains assurances by eomtitutvm 
made in pursuance of agreement, seeing that to disappoint credit 
given is a serious matter, 1. The Praetor says Where a man 
mak:es a comtiMum of money owed” [eta]. The word “man” 
must be taken to mean man or woman, as women too are bound 
by a eonstitidvm of money, provided they are not guaranteeing 
a debt 2, Nothing is said in the Edict as to the case of a boy 
under age ; however, the boy is not bound by a eomtitudim with- 
out the concurrence of his guardian. 3. It has been asked whether 
a son under potestas is bound, if he makes a eonstitvtum. In my 
opinion the truth is that he is bound by his eonstitvtum and his 
fiither is bound de pecvMo. 4. If a person has made a stipulation 
which was inoperative, but his real wish was to make a stipulation 


• ^ Bead ex eorte for eortem. Of. M. 
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and not to have a constitutum given him, the proper view is that 
he cannot bring an action on constitutum, becq^use what was done 
was not with the intention of making a constitutum, but of 
giving a promise. 5. The question has been asked whether the 
constitutmn can be for anything other than what is due. Since how- 
ever it is now good law that one thing can be given in discharge of 
a contract, in the place of another, there can be nothing to pi’event 
a co^utitutwm being made of something other than what is due; 
for instance, where a person owes a hundred and makes a con- 
stitutvm of corn of that value, I should say the constitvtum is 
vaMd. 6. A constitvtum of a debt can be made, on whatever 
ground it is owing, that is to say on whatever kind of contract, 
whether it be one to give a specific sum or an unliquidated amount, 
and whether it is of purchase money owed in pursuance of a sale 
or money payable by way of dos or on the ground of guardianship 
or of any contract whatever. 7. Even a debt owing in natural law 
will be enough. 8. Add that a man who is liable to an “honorary” 
action and not by civil law will be bound by a constitutum-, a debt 
owing in honorary law is held to be a debt. Hence too, if a con- 
stitvtvm is made by a paterfamUias or by the owner of a slave of 
a debt for which he can be sued in an action de peeulio, the liability 
will extend to the amount which there was in the pecvlitm when 
the constitvtvm was made; and, in fact, if he made it for any- 
thing over and above that amount on his own account, he will not 
be liable in respect of the excess. 

2 JxrLiAiriTS {Digest 11) But if he engages by constitutum on 
his son’s account that he will pay ten, then, although there should 
be [only] five in the peculivm, he will be liable on constitutum to 
pay ten. 

3 Ulpianus {on the Edict 27) If a husband engages by 
constitutum for a larger amount of dos than his means admit of, 
then, seeing that he makes a constitutmn of a debt, he is liable for 
all that he engages for, but the judgment given at the suit of the 
wife will be for payment to the extent of his means. 1. If a man 
engages by constitvtum for a sum which he owes by civil law but 
does not owe by praetorian law, because, that is, he has an exceptw, 
the question is asked whether he is bound by the constitutmn, ; to 
which the true answer is, as indeed Pomponius himself says, that 
he is not bound, as the money engaged for by constitutum is not 
owing by the principles of law in force. 2. "WTiere a man who is 
debtor both by civil and praetorian law is under an obligation which 
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takes effect at a future day, we may ask whether he can bind himself 
by a constitutum. this Labeo says that he can^, and Pedius 
confirms this opinion.' Labeo himself adds that the comtifMtum 
was introduced chiefiy on account of the very case of such pecuni- 
ary debts as could not yet be sued for; with which opinion I am 
much disposed to agree : there is a plain advantage in a rule to 
the effect that a person who is bound from and after a given day 
and who gives a constitutum to the effect that he will pay on that 
day will be liable accordingly. 

4 PATTiitrs {on the Edict 29) But if he engages by constitvium 
to pay on an earlier day, he is equally liable. 

5 Ulpianus {on the Edict 27) If a man promised to pay at 

Ephesus, and he engages by co'nstitutvm that he will pay at some 
other place, there is no doubt that he is liable. 1. Julianus says 
that a legate who engages by constitutum at Rome to repay 
something which he borrowed in the province cannot^ be sued 
thereon, and this is perfectly true; indeed if he gave a con- 
stitutum not during his stay at Rome but while he was still in the 
province, to the effect that he would pay at Rome, no action on 
constUvjtum will be allowed against him. 2. The rule above laid 
down that what is assured by constitutum must be the payment of 
an existing debt, is one which regards the subject-matter; it does 
not go as far as this, that the person to whom the assurance is given 
must be already a creditor [of the person who gives it], as, if you 
engage by constitutum to pay [my creditor] what I owe [him], you 
will be liable accordingly, and, if an engagement is made to me by 
constitutum to pay [me] what is owing to you, the payment must be 
made. 3. Moreover, in Julianus (b. 11) we read the following: — 
“ Titius sent me a letter in these words : ‘ I have given a written 

assurance at the request of Seius that, if he owes you anything, 
I® would, on the same being proved^, give you an undertaking for 
payment thereof, and would discharge the debt without any 
dispute.’” Titius is hereupon liable on a constitutum of money. 
4. Stiff, if one man gives a constitutum for payment by another, 
and not for payment by himself in the place of another, he is not 
liable. Pomponius tells us this (b. 8). 5. Again, if you give me 

^ Del conBtitutum. M. 

2 Ins. non before Mere. Of. D. 5. 1. 8. and M. 

^ In the textj Scripsi me Becundum mandatum etc. me tibi cauturum. 
Some would omit the second ws, c£ M. : I wonld rather omit the first. 

* For ddbitum read ddbet cum. Of. M. 
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a c(mstitutmn to the effect that you will pay nie, you will be liable, 
but, if you give me a cdTistitwtum that you will pay Sempronius, 
you will not be liable. 6. Julianus {Digest b. 11) says that a eon- 
stitutvm can be given to a procurator; which Pomponius explains 
to mean that you may engage by constitvtum to pay the pro- 
curator himself, but not the principal. 7. Again, a constitutum 
can be given to the guardian of a ward or the actor (agent) of 
a municipality or the mrator of a lunatic [or a minor^]. 8. But 
these persons will themselves be liable on their own eo^istitutum. 
9. If a constitutum is given to the actor of a municipality or the 
guardian of a ward or the curator of a lunatic or a minor, engaging 
that payment shall be made to the municipality or the ward or the 
lunatic or the minor, there will, I should say, have to be an utilis 
actio allowed, as a matter of equitable dealing {utilitatis gratia), to 
such municipality or ward or lunatic or minor. 10. It is settled 
that a constitutum can be given even to a slave, and also, — if it be 
given to a slave to the effect that payment will be made either to 
the owner of the slave or to the slave himself, — ^that the slave will 
acquire for his master an obligational demand, irrespective of the 
quality of such slave himself. 

6 Pattlits {Sentences 2) This principle applies equally where 
a constitutum is given to one who serves me as a slave in good 
ffiith. 

7 Ulpianus {on the Edict 27) Indeed the constitutum is valid 
even where it is made to a son under potestas. 1. If I stipulate 
for payment to be made to me or Titius, then, according to Julianus, 
no constitutum can be given to Titius on his own account, since he 
has no right to sue for the money, though valid payment can be 
made to him. 

8 PATJliiTS {on the Edict 29) But if you give a constitutum 
that you will pay either me or Titius, I have a good right of action ; 
though if, after you have given a constitutum that you will pay me 
simply, you pay Titius, you will none the less be liable to me. 

9 PAPiKLAfrus {Questions 8) However Titius will be liable to 

be sued in condictio indebiti, in order that money wrongly paid 
to him may be restored to the person who paid it. 

LO Patjltjs {on the Edict 29) The rule is the same where there 
are two promisees by stipulation, and thereupon a constitutum 

^ M. would insert this, not without reason. 
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is given to one of $hem and, after that, payment is made to the 
other ; the truth being that the person to whom the constitutum 
is given ought to be regarded as in the position of one to whom 
payment has already been made. 

L UiiPiAjrtrs {on the Edict 27) Accordingly the constitutum 
will always be valid, so long'as what is so engaged for is some real 
debt, even though no person should be foiiihcoming who is at the 
moment debtor ; siippose, for instance, before entry is made on the 
debtor’s inheritance, or at a time when he is in captivity in the 
hands of an enemy, some person should give a constitutum that 
he will pay the debt ; Pomponius himself teUs us that such 
a constit%itum is good, as the money which is the subject of it is 
really owing. 1. If a man owes a hundred aurei and engages by 
comtUutum to pay two hundred, he is liable to the extent of a 
hundred only, because that is the amount owing; accordingly, 
a man who gives a constitutum for principal and with it for 
interest which is not owing will be liable to pay the principal 
only. 

2 PAtiXiirs {on the Edict 13) Again, if the amount owed is ten, 

and the party engages by constitutum to give both ten and Stichus, 
it may be laid down that he is liable in respect of ten only. 

3 The same {on the Edict 29) But if a man who owes twenty 
engages by constitutum to pay ten, he is liable accordingly. 

t Ulpian’US (<m tJu, Edict 27) Any man who engages by 
constitutum that he vrill pay is liable, whether he goes on to 
name a particular amount or not. 1. If a man engages by 
constitutum that he will furnish security, then, if occasion for 
security arises, even a constitutum such as mentioned must be 
allowed. 2. Add that, if a man engages by constitutum that some 
particular person will guarantee his debt, the engagement, as 
Pomponius tells us, is equally binding. How then if that person 
refuses to be guarantor? I should say that the man who gave 
the constitutum is bound [thereby], unless something different 
was intended. Suppose however he (the proposed guarantor) dies 
before the time. If defeult has been made, a Mr rule would be 
that the party who gave the constitutum should be liable either to pay 
damages representing the creditor’s interest in the matter or else 
to offer some other person as guarantor who is equally substantial : 
but, if there has been no default, I should be inclined to say that 
the debtor is not liable [under the cemstibutum^ 3. People can 
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give a eonstituMm, both when present and when.absent, just as they 
can make an informal agi’eement by a messenger or in person, and 
they can use any phraseology they please. ’ 

Paultjs (on the Edict»290 Moreover, even if, when I give 
you a comtitwtvm, the person through whom I give it is a free 
man, there will be no difficulty caused" by the fact that this would 
be a case of an acquisition being made^ through free persons, 
because in the present case the agent is held to be simply vouch- 
safing his services. 

Ulpianus (on the Edict 27) If two persons [say you and I,] 
give a &mstitutum as co-debtors, either one of us may be sued 
for the whole amount 1. Moreover a man may engage by 
constitutum [to pay] at some particular place or time, and the 
creditor not only may sue® at the place pointed out by the coru- 
stibutum, but can do so anywhere, as in the case of an actio 
a/rhitra/ria. 2. The Praetor says : — “ Should it appear that the 
party who gave the constUutum neither discharges the original 
debt nor performs his engagement and there was nothing on the 
part of the plaintiff to prevent the performance of what was 
promised by constitutum " [etc.]. 3. It appears then that if there 
was nothing to prevent it on the part of the plaintiff, there is 
a good right of action, even though there was something to 
prevent it in the natural course of things ; but the better rule 
is that the defendant should get relief 4. There is some room for 
doubt, where the Praetor speaks of the party not performing his 
constitutum, whether his words relate to the time expressed in the 
constitutum itself or we have to carry them on to the time of 
joinder of issue, and I should take it to be the time expressed in 
the constMutum. 

Paultjs (on the Edict 29) However, even if he offers to pay 
the debt on some other day, but the plaintiff declines to receive 
it, though he has no sufficient reason for so declining, it is only 
just that the defendant should be relieved, either by means of an 
exceptio or by a construction being put on the Praetor’s words 
which meets the justice of the case, so that, down to the time 
of trial, if the plaintiff acts in the way mentioned, he will himself 

1 There is a temptation to insert non before adquirimm: “the fact that 
people do not make acquisitions ’’ etc. Of. Pothier. 

® For posse eum we must read potest is, but the pronoun caimot refer to the 
debtor. 
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suffer by it ; the result being that the above words, viz. “ nor 
performs his contiiact” express the supposition that he does not 
perform it up to the day for which he made the constitntmn, nor 
at any time afterwards. 

€ 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 27) We may add that the words 
of the Praetor which come^ after the above, there was nothing 
on the part of the plaintiff” etc,, give rise to a similar question. 
Here Pomponius is in doubt, where it so happens that there was 
nothing on the part of the plaintiff to prevent performance, on the 
day when the constitutum was to be carried out, but there was 
earlier or later. My own opinion is that these words also must be 
referred to the day fixed by the constitutwm. Hence, if the plaintiff 
fails to attend, being prevented by bad health or by force or by 
bad weather, it is, as Pomponius says, at his own peril. 1. With 
regard to the words which follow and [it appears] that the money 
at the time when it was promised by constitutum was owing,” they 
require more detailed explanation. In the first place, one thing 
which they import is this, that if some debt was owing when the 
constitutum was made, but now it is not owing, the constitutum is 
nevertheless valid, because the right of action relates back. 
Consequently, as Oelsus and Julianus tell us, if a man is bound 
by an obligation on which he can be sued only during a limited 
period, and he makes a constitutum^ he ought to be liable, even 
though, after the constitutum is given the period in question should 
have expired. Hence, even if he gives a constitutum that he will 
pay at a time when he will have ceased to be bound, Julianus still is 
of the same opinion, seeing that he gave the constitutum at a time 
when there was an obligation, though he made it refer to a time 
when his liability under it would have ceased. 2, It is worth while 
to add here something on the question whether this action is penal 
or aims at an indemnity, and the better opinion is, as Marcellus 
himself holds, that it is for an indemnity. 3. It was long ago 
a question whether a man who had brought this action would 
have thereby extinguished his right under the original claim. As 
to this, the safest view is that it is when payment is made in con- 
sequence of these proceedings that the [original] debt will be 
discharged rather than when issue is joined, seeing that the 
payment will avail for both obligations. 

PAXTitTJS {on the Edict 29) Where anything is due subject 
to a condition and a constitutum is given which makes it 
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either absolutely or on a given day, it will be due subject to 
the same condition, so thut, if the condition is fulfilled, [the party] 
is bound, but, if it fail, both rights of action are lost, 1. But if 
a man owes a debt absolutely and gives a comtitutum subject to a 
condition, Pomponius says» that he may be sued in an utilis actio 
[on the constitutum\ 2. If a paterfamilias or the owner of a 
slave has given a constitutum that’ he would pay the amount 
which there was in the peculivm^ the peculium itself will not be 
reduced by the fact that he thereupon came to be bound accord- 
ingly ; and even if the peculium should be exhausted, still he is 
not released; 

The same {on Plautivs 4) as the fact of the peeulium 
becoming more or less extensive will not affect the right of action 
on Gonstitutvm. 

The same {on the Edict 29) If a man promises to hand 
over Stichus, and Stichus dies at a time when the promisor has 
let himself be in default, then, if he gives a constitutum that he 
will pay the value, he is liable accordingly. 1. If you give a 
comtitiitvm without mentioning a day, it may be said that you are 
not liable, although the Edict is drawn in comprehensive terms ; 
otherwise proceedings may be taken against you at once, unless 
you are ready to pay the moment you have given the constitutum\ 
however, a short delay must be observed, that is, not less than ten 
days, before the demand is put in force, 2. A man who gives 
a constitutum that he will make a payment does not adequately 
discharge his engagement if he [only] offers security ; but if a man 
[who] makes a constitutum to the effect that he will give security 
offers a surety or a pledge, his liability is at an end, as it makes no 
difference what kind of security he gives. 

The same {Short Notes 7) If a sum of money has been 
promised you by constitutum^ [founded on a debt owing to you as 
an heir,] and after that you hand over the inheritance under the 
SenatuBcoTisultum TreheUianum^ then, as you have transferred to 
another the right to demand the original debt, you will not be 
allowed to sue for the money as owing by constitutum. The same 
principle will apply to one who had been in possession of the estate 
of a deceased person, if the inheritance has since been adjudged 
to another in virtue of superior title : but the better opinion is 
that leave to bring the action [on comtituttjmi\ ought to be granted 
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to the fideicommissary or to the person who succeeded in the 
action [for the inheritance]. . 

23 JtriiiAinjs {Digest fl) If a person promises to give a slave 
and the slave ^e§ at a time when it was the promisor’s fault that 
he had not been delivered, then, though what he engaged by 

was that he wqjild hand over a slave, still he will be 
liable as for a constitutum of money and so have to pay the man’s 
value. 

24 Maeoelltts {Responsa) Utius sent a letter to Seius in the 
following words: — “I have in my hands a balance of fifty on your 
loan as the result of a contract made by my wards, which sum 
I shall be bound to repay you in good money on the Ides of May ; 
and, if I do not pay it by the aforesaid day, I shall be bound to 
pay by way of interest ” so much. I wish to ask whether Lucius 
Titius has by this undertaking put himself in the place of his 
wards as debtor. Marcellus’s answer was that, if a stipulation 
had been made, he had taken their place. I also wish to ask, 
supposing he did not take their place, whether he is liable on 
constitvpum. Marcellus replied that he was liable for the prin- 
cipal; that being the more indulgent and more beneficial 
construction. 

25 Papihiajjxts (Qmsfions 8) A man owed one or other of 
two things, [whichever he pleased,] and he made a constitutum of 
one of them : the question has been asked whether he can still 
give that one of the two which was not the subject of the eon- 
stitutum. I replied that he must not be listened to if he wanted 
now tb break faith as to the thing which he secuted by constitutum : 
1. If, on the oath being tendered to you, you swear that money is 
owed you, having already a right of action in regard of it, you have 
a right to take proceedings on a eonstituttm of money: indeed, if 
I do not tender the oath of my own accord, but do so only on being 
driven to it by the necessity I am under of tendering it back to 
you, as, in fact, it is generally admitted that a man acts more 
reasonably in tendering the oath back, than in taking an oath 
himself, tWe is no practical difference ; even though it was owing 
to your assurance and my inddesty that I came to feel compelled 

, to tender it back. ^ ^ ^ 

26 ■ ScsEVOLA (Responsa 1) A man wrote to his creditor in the 
following terms: — "Sir, the ten [pieces] which Lucius Titius 
receiv^ as a loan from ybur,<diest are at your disposition in my 
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hands, irrespective of what may appear due for interest.” The 
opinion given was that, faking the facts as stated, the party was 
liable to an action for money secured hj 

57 IJLPiAiirus {on the Edict 14) It matters little whether a 
constitutum is made in the presence or the absence of the debtor. 
Pomponius goes further and tells us (b. 34) that a man can give 
a constitutum even without the debtor’s consent, and, accordingly, 
he regards the opinion of Labeo as false, who holds that if, after 
a person has given a constitutum on somebody else’s behalf, the 
principal should enjoin him not to pay, he must be allowed an 
exceptio in factum ; and Pomponius’s opinion is very reasonable, 
as when the person who made the constitutum has once incurred 
the obligation, he cannot be allowed to escape liability by the act 
of the [principal] debtor. 

J8 Gaitjs {on the provincial Edict 6) Where a man has given 
an assurance by constitutum that he will pay on another’s behalf, 
the person for whom he gave such constitutum still remains bound. 

59 Paulus {on the Edict 24) A man who is liable to an action 
for injuria or theft or robbery will be bound by a constitutum. 

JO The same {Sentences 2) If a man engages by constitutum 
to pay money to [one or other of] two persons, [say] to you or 
litius, then, although in strict law he remains liable by the 
appropriate action for the money promised by constitutum, even 
if he pays Titixis, still he will have the benefit of an exceptio. 

Jl SoiEVOLA {Digest 6) Lucius Titius died owing money to the 
Seii ; whereupon these latter assured Publius Msevius that the 
inheritance belonged to him and induced him to write them a 
letter in which he declared that he was their debtor, in terms 
implying that he admitted that he was the heir of his uncle [Lucius 
Titius], to which he added that he had debited himself with the 
money in his accounts. The question was asked whether, the fact 
being that nothing whatever came to Publius Msevius from Lucius 
Titius’s estate, he could, in virtue of the above mentioned letter be 
sued on a constitutum of money, and, if so, whether he could avail 
himself of an exceptio of dolus. The answer was that no civil 
action could be brought on the ground in question, but that an 
action on constitutum was equally inadmissible, taking the facts 
as stated. The inquirer asked further whether there could be an 
action brought for the return of what had been paid by way of 
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interest in virtue of the circumstances above mentioned. The 
answer was that, taking the facts as stg,ted, there could. 

ff 

VI. 

The action on loan for use or the coxintee action. 

1 Ulpianus {on the Ediot 28) The Prsetor’s words are: — 
“ Whatever any person shall be asserted to have lent, I will allow 
an action for the same.” 1. The interpretation of this edict is not 
difficult; there is only one thing to be remarked, viz. that the 
magistrate who drew the edict mentioned loans where Paconius 
spoke of making use of a thing. Now between making a loan and 
giving a thing to be used there is, according to Labeo, the same 
difference as between genus and species ; a movable thing may be 
lent, but not what consists in land, though even what consists in 
land may be given to be used. However, as we know, land too 
may be said vrith correctness to be lent; Cassius himself agrees 
with this. Vivianus goes so far as to hold that a habitatio can be 
lent. 2. Children under the age of puberty are not liable to be 
sued on a loan for use, as no such loan can so much as exist to 
which a boy under age is a party without the concurrence of his 
guardian, in fact, it goes as far as this, that even if, after attaining 
the age of puberty, the boy should be guilty of fraud or negligence, 
he is not liable to this action, as the loan had no force from the 
first. 

Patjlxjs {on the Edict 29 ) Neither can an action on a loan 
for use be allowed to be brought against a lunatic. But actions for 
production will be allowed against both, so that, when the thing 
is produced, it may be made the subject of a vindieatio. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 28) However my opinion is that, 
if the ward is enriched [by the loan], an wtilis actio on the loan 
must be allowed against him in accordance vriith the rescript of 
the Divine Pius. 1. Should the thing lent be restored, but restored 
in a worse condition, it will not be held to be restored at all, being 
restored after having got into a worse condition, — ^unless the loss 
is made good, — as a thing may be said correctly not to be restored 
when it is restored in a worse condition^ 2. In this action there 
will be the same oath to the claim allowed as in hona fide cases in 


* Sid 
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general, and, in connexion with the question what is the value of 
the thing lent, the time .taken into account is^ that at which the 
case is decided, although, for actions in strict law what is considered 
is the time when issue is joined. 3. An hem of the pereon who 
received the loan will be sned in respect of the same share as that 
which he takes in the inheritance, unless it so chance that he has 
it in his power to restore the whole thing, but he does not do so ; 
should that be the case, there will be judgment against bim for 
the whole, that being held to be in accordance with the mind 
{arhifrkmi) of an impartial judge. 4. If the loan is made to a sou 
under potestas or to a slave, the action must be only de peeiiUo, 
but the lender can have a direct action too against the son himself. 
We may add that if the plaintiff lent to a slave woman or a daughter 
under potestas, the action can only be de pemlio. 5. The pater- 
familias or the owner, as the case maybe, will not suffer judgment 
on the ground exclusively of wilful wrong done by the son or 
slave ; as fraud too, though fraud only, on the part of the father or 
owner himself will be taken into account ; this distinction is 
pointed out by Julianus (on the actio p)i 9 'noratida 11). 6. There 
can be no loan of an object which is consumed in the use, unless 
the borrower took it for purposes of ostentation or display. 

4 Gaius {on verbal obligations 28) Loans of money ai’e often 
made with the object of letting the money serve for form’s sake in 
the place of an actual payment. 

5 Ulpianus {on the Edict 28) If it is agreed that the thing 
lent shall be restored at some particular place or time, it is part 
of the judge’s duty to take such place or time into account. 1. If 
a pei-son brings this action and accepts an offer of the damages 
assessed, he thereby passes the property in the thing to the party so 
offering. 2. We have now to consider what it is that is taken into 
account in an action on a loan ; is it only wilful wrong or 
negligence too, or again, eveiy risk? As a matter of feet, in 
contracts people are sometimes answerable for wilful wrong 
alone, and sometimes for negligence as well ; in a case of deposit, 
for wilful wrong; because, there being no question of advantage 
to accrue to the person with whom the deposit is made, it is quite 
right that wilful wrong only should be answered for: except, 
that is, in cases where there is the additional feet of a payment 
to be made [to the defendant], — as then negligence comes in as 

^ For Hricti read strictis ivdidiB. Of. M, 


M, j. n. 
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well, as indeed has been enacted, — or cases in which it was agreed 
at the outset thaj; the person in whose hands the thing was 
deposited should answer both for negligence and accident {peri- 
cuhvm). But where the advantage of both parties is at stake, as in 
a case of purchale or hire or dos or ‘pledge or partnership, the 
party answers for both wilful wrong and negligence. 3. In 
loan, for the most part the Whole advantage accraing is that of the 
person to whom the loan is made, so that the opinion held by 
Quintus Mucius is really the more correct one, namely, that the 
party must be responsible for negligence, and answer for employing 
diligence, and, in case the thing has been handed over with a 
valuation, the whole risk must be borne by the one who engaged 
that he would make good the valuation. 4. But where mischief 
happens through old age or illness, or something has been forcibly 
taken by robbers, or^ any similar misfortune occurs, the rule is that 
no loss which arises is to be laid to the charge of the person who 
took the loan, unless there was in the case some negligence on his 
part. On the same principle if any mischief happened through 
a fire or the fall of a building, or any other ^ unavoidable loss 
occurred, the borrower will not be held liable, unless, having it in 
his power to preserve the property lent him, he preferred preserving 
his own. 6. He is certainly bound to keep a watch on the things 
lent him and that a diligent one. 6. Still, whether such watch need 
be kept as to a slave who is lent him is a point on which the old 
lawyers were in doubt. There is no doubt that it is sometimes 
required even as to a slave, for instance where the slave is fettered 
when lent, or where he is of such an age as to require to be 
watched ; in any case if the understanding was that the party who 
asked for the loan should keep watch the rule is that he must do 
so. 7. Sometimes even in case of death [of the slave or animal' 
lent] the loss falls on the person who asked for the loan ; thus, 
if I lend you a horse for you to take it to your country house and 
you go into battle with it, you wiU be liable to an action on the 
loan, and the same principle applies to a slave. No doubt, if I lent 
the horse with the understanding that you might take it into battle, 

I must bear the risk ; as Namusa has it, if I lend you a bricklayer 
and he falls down from a scafiblding, the risk is mine. However this 
last, I should say, is true only if, when I lent the man, the very 
understanding was that he was to work on a scaffolding ; but if 
it was that he was to carry on his work on the ground, but you 
made him get on a scaffolding, or the mischief happened in 
*■ After ttMl iaa si. M. ® For aliquid read (diitd. G£ M. 
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consequence of some fault in the scaffolding, jvhich was fastened 
without sufficient care, thbugh not by the man himself, or it was in 
consequence of the ropes or poles being too old, then I should say 
that the risk, happening as it did through the fault of the person 
who asked for the loan, nlust be borne by that person himself. 
We learn from Mela himself that if a slave who is lent to a stone- 
cutter is crushed to death by the scatfolding, the artisan is liable 
to an action on the loan, because he put the thing together without 
sufficient care. 8. Moreover, besides this, when a man makes use 
of what was lent him in some way other [than was intended], he is 
liable not only on loan but to an action for theft, so Julianus 
informs us {Digest b. 11). He goes on to say: — If I lend you a 
blank paper and you get your debtor to write on it a note of hand as 
an assurance to you, which 1 obliterate, then, if I lent you the paper 
with a view to the assurance being made on it for you, I am liable 
to be sued by you in a counter action ; but, if this was not the case, 
and you did not let me know that the note of hand was wiitten, 
you are in fact, he says, liable to an action on loan, indeed, he 
continues, even to an action for theft, because you make use of the 
thing lent in a different way [from that understood in the agree- 
ment], just as a man is liable for theft if he uses a horse or a 
garment in a different way from that with a view to which it was 
lent. 9. So far is the borrower bound to answer for diligence in 
the matter of a loan that he is answerable for it even in connexion 
with such objects as go with the thing lent ; for instance, suppose 
I lent you a mare and the mai-e was accompanied by a foal ; in this 
ease the old lawyers held that you were bound to see to the safety 
of the foal too. 10. There are cases, no doubt, in which a person 
who asks for a loan will be answerable only for wilful wrong, as for 
example if he made exiwess agreement to that effect, or where 
the lender made the loan entirely in his own interest, say he made 
it to his own fimie6e or his wife, in order that she might be the 
better dressed when she was brought to his house, or the Praetor 
was exhibiting sports and lent [materials of some kind] to the 
players, or someone else volunteered to lend them to the Praetor. 
11. We may now consider in what particular cases an action on 
loan will lie : as a matter of fact, the old lawyers were in a state 
of uncertainly about these cases. 12. I gave you a thing for you 
to pledge it with your creditor, and you so pledged it : but you 
do not redeem it in order to restore it to me. Here, Labeo says, 
an action on loan will lie, and this I should say is the case, unless 
there is some consideration in money given me ; should that be the 
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case, I should have,to sue in factum or on a contract of letting and 
hiring. Of course- if I give something by way of pledge on your 
behalf at your request^ I shall have a right of action on martdatwni, 
Labeo says further and very properly that if I am guilty of no 
negligence in the matter of redeeming "the pledge, but the creditor 
declines to restore it, then you have a right of action on loan so 
far as this only, that you cdn call on me to assign to you my own 
rights of action against him. It wiU moreover be held that I am 
not guilty of negligence if either I have paid the money already or 
I am ready to pay it. No doubt the cost of the judicial proceedings 
and others connected with the case must in fairness be defrayed 
by the party who received the loan. 13. If you request me to lend 
you a slave with a dish, and the slave loses the dish, according 
to Cartilius, the risk is borne by you, as the dish itself is held to 
be lent, consequently you must answer for negligence in respect 
of it too. There is no doubt that, if the slave runs away and takes 
it with him, the party who received the loan is not liable, unless 
he was guilty of negligence in respect of the flight of the slave. 
14 If you ask me to lay out a dining table for you and to fux’nish 
plate in discharge of that service, which I do, whereupon you 
request me to do the same thing on the day following, and, as 
I cannot conveniently take the plate back again home, I leave 
it where it is, and it is lost, — ^what is the proper action to bring 
and on whom will the loss fall? Labeo tells us that, as to the 
matter of risk, it makes a great deal of difference whether I set 
someone to watch or not ; if I did, the risk is mine, but if not, 
it must be borne by the person in whose hands the plate was left. 
I should say myself that the proper action is one on loan, but that 
the person in whose hands the things were left must provide for 
their safe keeping, unless some other agreement was made expressly-. ' 
15. If a waggon is lent or let to two persons jointly, then, as we read 
in Celsus the son {Digest b. 6), the question may aiise whether each 
of them is bound for the whole sum engaged for or only for a 
portion of it. What he says is that both of two people cannot have 
the ownership or possession of the whole of a thing, nor can any- 
one be the owner of a portion of an object, he can only have part 
ownership of the whole object for an undivided share. The use, 
no doubt, of a bath or a porch or a field may belong to each person 
as to the whole of it, as I do not have the use of a thing any the 
less for the fact that someone else has it too ; but, in the case of 
a waggon which is lent or let, I do practically have the use of it in 
respect of a particular part, because I do not occupy the whole 
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space of the waggon ; still it is, he says, the better opinion that I 
must answer for dolm aM negligence and dihgeiice and provide 
for safe keeping in respect of the whole; ''and consequently the 
two persons will be treated very much as if they were correal 
debtors, and if one is sued and pays the damages this will be a 
discharge to the other, and they both have rights of action for 
theft : 

PoMPONius {on 8ahimts 5) so that, if either of the two 
brings such an action, the other’s right of action against the thief 
is taken away. 

Ulpianus (o^i the Edict 28) Hence the question arises 
whether, if one of the two brings the action for theft, it is he only 
who can be sued for the loan. What Celsus says is that if the other 
should be sued, the one, that is, who did not bring the action for 
theft, but he is willing that the first should be sued at his risk, 
namely the one who, in consequence of his bringing the action for 
theft, made gain out of the thing lent, lie can claim to be heard, 
and the decision must be in his favour. 1. Should tlie lender have a 
right to sue the other of the co-debtors on the Lex Aquilia^ we may 
consider whether he (the lender) will not have to assign his right 
of action [to the defendant in the action on the loan], assuming that 
the other did some damage which the one who is being sued on the 
loan will be compelled to make good ; as, even if the lender had a 
right of action on the Lex Aquilia against the present defendant 
himself, the really just course is that when he sues on the loan he 
should release the other right of action : unless indeed it should be 
said that if he sues on the Lex Aquilia the damages he recovers 
will be the less by the amount which he recovered in pursuance of 
his claim on the loan ; which, no doubt, is not an unreasonable view 
to take. 

POMPOMUS {on Sdbinus 5) People retain both the posses- 
sion and the ownership of things which they lend ; 

Ulplahus {on* the Edict 2) as no one who lends anything 
thereby passes the property in it to the person to whom he 
lends it. 

The same {on 8abmii$ 29) When a man has received any- 
thing by way of loan, it is certain that, if he puts it only to the use 
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for which he borrowed it, he will have nothing to pay, if he has not 
made it in any i*espect the worse by his (?wn negligence ; no doubt, 
if he has made it the worse by negligence he will be liable. 
1. If I put a thing in the hands of a person, that he may look at 
it, the question arises whether he is in»the same position with one 
to whom something is lent. As to this, if I put the thing in his 
hands on my own account, because I desired to find out what it was 
worth, he will be answerable to me for wilful mischief only, if it 
was on his own account, he must answer for the custody of it as 
well, and consequently he will have a right of action for theft. We 
may add that, if it should be lost on the way, when it is being 
brought back, then, if I had instructed him as to the person by 
whom he shotild send it, the risk wUl fall on me, but if he entrusted 
it to a person of his own choosing, he will have to answer to me for 
negligence as well [as wilful mischief], assuming that he received 
it on his own account, 

Paulus {on Sabiuus 5) on the ground that he did not 
choose a sufficiently trustworthy peraon for it to be carried safely ; 

Ulpianus (on ScMum 29) but, if he received it on my 
account, he will answer for wilful mischief only. A slave who 
was sent to ask back a thing which had been lent, on receiving 
it ran off. If his owner had requested that it should be given 
to the slave, the owner bears the loss, but if he sent him in order 
to remind the other, so that the thing lent might be sent back, the 
loss falls on the person to whom it was lent \ 

PoMPONius (on Sahvtvus 11) If a man who has received a 
loan should have judgment given against him in an action on loan 
on the ground that the thing is not to be found, an undertaking 
must be given him that if the owner finds it he will hand it over to 
him. 1. If a man takes a thing for the puqiose of trying it, and 
makes some gain by it, suppose, for example, he takes horses, and 
they are hired out [by him], he will have to hand over the exact 
gain he makes to the person® who let him have them on trial ; no 
one ought to be at liberty to make gain of anything until the thing 
is held at his risk. 2. If a free man has been serving me in good 
feith as a slave, and I lend him something, treating him as my slave, 

' Omit eim\ M. 

® For qui emnmodatm road cui eommodatuni. Of. M, 

^ After jprcestdbit ins. ei, M. 
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let us consider whether I can sue him in an action on loan [on 
discovering him to be a> fi'ee man]. Oelsus ihe son used to say 
that, if I had ordered such a man to do anything, I could take 
proceedings against him either on mandatum or prcescrqytis verbis ; 
from which it would follovi that there is a similar, nile in a case of 
loan. It makes no difference that people who contract with a 
free man, who serves them in good faith as a slave, do not do so 
with the idea of putting him under a legal obligation, as, in fact, 
it very often happens that over and above the intention at the 
moment there arises a tacit obligation ; an example of this is 
a case in which money which is not owing is given by mistake 
with the intention of discharging a debt. 

-4 Ulpianus (on ScMnus 48) If my slave lends you something 
belonging to me as to which you know that I object to its being 
lent you, this gives me a right of action on loan and of action for 
theft and also a right of co^ndictio for the return of it on the ground 
of theft. 

L6 Paultjs (o;t the Edict 29) People can lend even the property 
of other persons which they have in their possession, and that 
although they possess it with the knowledge that it belongs to 
someone else, 

L6 Maecellits (Digest 5) so that even a thief or a plunderer 
who lends anything will have an action on loan. 

L7 Paulus (on the Edict 29) In a case of loan an agreement 
that a person shall not be answerable for wilful wrong is not 
enforceable. 1. The counter action on commodatum can be brought 
even without the direct action, just as what are called counter 
actions can in general. 2. Where the action on loan is brought in 
consequence of something done by an heir of the borrower, judg- 
ment will be given against him for the whole damages, even though 
he is heir in respect of a share only. 3. Just as it is an act of free 
bounty and good feeling rather than compulsory to make a loan to 
anyone, so too it is for the person who confers the benefit to lay 
down terms and limits with reference to it. But when tins has 
once been done, when, that is, the party has made the loan, then 
such an act as that of laying down limits and going back on the 
terms and depriving the other, at a wrong time, of the use of the 
thing lent, is forbidden not only by good feeling, but also by the 
obligation created by the handing over on one hand and the 
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receiving on the other. Each party does something for the othe» 
and consequently rights of action are allowed on both sides, so as 
to leave no doubt that what was at first a matter of favour and 
mere bounty takes the form of an interchange of performances 
and of civil rights of action on both sides. We see something of 
the same kind in the case of a man who has taken some steps in 
the way of looking after therafiairs of an absent man ; such a one 
cannot divest himself of all concern for things which are liable to 
be lost, without being obliged to answer for it, as, if he had left the 
business alone in the first instance, perhaps someone else would 
have taken it up ; taking up a mandatwn is a matter of free choice, 
but to carry it through is a necessity. It is on this principle that if 
you lend me tablets for my debtor to xise to give me an undertak- 
ing, you have no right to ask for them back before the proper time, 
as, if you had refused to lend them, I should either have bought 
others or else procured witnesses. It is the same thing if you lend 
timber to shore up a set of flats, and then cariy them away 
again, or perhaps even lend me some which you know to be rotten ; 
when something is done as a favour, a man ought to be the better 
for it, not to be taken in. In such cases the rule is that the 
counter action is available as well [as the direct one]. 4. If two 
things have been lent, Vivianus sets down that the action for loan 
can properly be brought for one of them by itself; what Pom- 
ponius says is that this may be held to be true if they are quite 
distinct things, but that a man who has lent a chariot or a litter 
cannot properly bring an action about separate parts of it. 5. I 
lost a thing which you lent me and I gave you its value instead, 
after which the thing came into your hands ; Labeo holds that, if 
I bring a counter action, you will have either to hand me over the 
thing or else give me back what you received from me. 

Gaius {cm tlveproviwial Edict 9) In a case of anything being 
lent, the sort of diligence to be exercised is such as any thoroughly 
diligent owner bestows on his oxvn things, so that the only mishaps 
for which he is not responsible are those which cannot be resisted, 
for example, deaths of slaves which happen without any dolus or 
negligence on his own part, attacks by robbers or enemies, the 
machinations of pirates, shipwrecks, fires, the flight of slaves such as 
it is not the ordinaiy rule to keep watch over. With regai-d to 
what has just been said as to robbers, pirates and shipwrecks, we 
must always underetand this to apply where sometliing has been 
lent a man on terms which allow him to take it with him abroad j 
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of course if I lend a man silver because be told me he was going 
to ask some fHends to dinner, and he takes abroad with him, 
then, beyond all doubt, he must answer for« anything that happens 
through pirates or robbers or shipwreck. All this is as I say if 
the propei-ty was lent for the sake of the recipient only ; if it was 
for the sake of both parties, for instance, where you and I have 
invited a common friend to dinnei’, and you undertake to arrange 
the whole afe.ir, but I lend you the plate, I know some writers 
hold that you need only answer for dohis ; but it is worth consider- 
ing whether it is not the fact that you are liable for negbgence 
too, the decision as to what amounts to negligence being made on 
the same principles as in the case of things given in pledge or by 
way of dos. 1. Wherever a thing given in pledge, or property that 
is lent or deposited, has its value reduced by the act of the person 
Avho receives it, the other party has the right to bring not only the 
actions we have mentioned, but that on the Z/ea: Aquilia too : but 
if any of those first mentioned is brought, the right to the others 
is taken away. 2. There may be suflBcient grounds in the case to 
make it the proper course for an action to be brought against the 
lender, suppose, for example, the action is for expenses incurred in 
respect of the slave’s health, or, in case he should take to flight, for 
the purpose of seeking him out and bringing him back ; as for the 
expense of his keep, that, you may say, will on natural principles 
fell on the person who received him in order to make use of him. 
It may be remarked that what is above said as to expense incurred 
for the slave’s health or in consequence of his flight must be taken 
to apply to outlay that is considerable in amount ; as for the ex- 
penditure of small stuns, the rule on the whole is that it falls on 
the person last mentioned, as does the cost of the slave’s keep. 
3. Again, where a man lends defective vessels, then if the wine or 
oil put into them should be spoilt or spilt, he must be ordered to 
pay for it 4. Moreover, wherever a man could recover anything 
by means of a counter action, he can keep it in his han^ even in 
the direct action which is brought against him, that is, by exercis- 
ing the right of set off. It is however possible that what the 
borrower would have a right to recover on his side is more [than 
what the lender sues for], or the judge declines to take the set off 
into account, or no proceedings are taken against him for the 
restoration of the thing lent for the reason that the thing itself 
was accidentally destroyed, or it has been already restored without 
application being made to the judge : so we shall have to say that 
the counter action is necessary. 
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JULIAIOJS {Digest 1) The rule that people who engage to 
keep something or deceive it to use are not answerable for wrong- 
ful damage done by anpther is beyond all doubt : how can people 
secure by any care or diligence that somebody shall not do them 
wrongful damage » 

The same {on Urseim ^Ferox 3) If I give silver lent by 
you to me to a slave of mine to bring to you, who is such a trust- 
worthy man that no one need imagine that some set of rascals 
would get round him, then, if such persons get hold of it, the loss 
will be yours and not mine. 

Aebioanus {Qimtkms 8) You lent me a thing, and then you 
carried it off : after this, you brought an action on loan and I was 
unaware that you had taken the thing, whereupon the judge ordered 
me to pay and I did so ; but I subsequently found out that the 
thing had been earned off by you. The question was asked what 
sort of action 1 could bring against you. The answer given was 
that there coidd be no action for theft, but that I could have a 
counter wtUis actio on the loan. 1. I, on a campaign, handed to 
my comrades some vessels to be used at om* common risk, and my 
slave stole them and ran off with them to the enemy, but later on 
the slave was captured without the vessels. It is clear that I have 
a right of action against my comrades according to their respective 
shares ; but they themselves can proceed against me for theft on 
account of the act of my slave, as the noxa follows the delinquent 
subject. And if I lend you a thing for you to use at your own 
risk, and it is carried off by my slave, you can bring an action for 
theft against me on account of the act of my slave. 

Pattles {on the Edict 22) If a slave whom I lent you commits 
a theft [against you], the question arises whether all you have a 
right to is the counter action on loan, just as that is the action 
which you could bring where you had laid out money in the way 
of medical expenses on the slave’s behalf, or you can biing an 
action for theft. As to this, without any manner of doubt the 
party who asked for the loan has a right to a noxal action for 
theft, and the one who lenf^ is liable to a counter action on loan, if 
he lent the slave with knowledge that such was his character but 
the borrower was unaware of it. 


1 After temri ins. qid cotmmdaeU. M. 
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J PoMPOKius {on Quintm Mmins 22) If I lend you a horse 
for you to use on the road to a particular spot^then, if the horse is 
reduced in value by means of the journey ?rithout there being any 
negligence of yours in the matter, you are not liable to an action 
on loan : the fact is the negligence is mine, becS.use I lent, for such 
a long journey, a horse which was not able to stand the exertion. 


VIL 

On the action on pledge or the counter action. 

1 Ulpianus {on Sabimts 40) A pledge can be contracted 
not by delivery only, but even by bare agi’eement, though nothing 
should be delivered. 1. We may consider then, in case a pledge 
has been contracted by bare agreement, whether it is not the fact 
that, supposing a man shows anyone some gold with the intimation 
that he will hand it over by way of pledge, but he thereupon hands 
over brass, he thereby makes a binding pledge of the gold, and it 
is in keeping with the above that it is a pledge of the gold and not 
of the brass, because to this last they did not agree. 2. Should a 
man, however, in making a pledge of brass declare that it is gold 
and hand it over by way of pledge accordingly, we may consider 
whether he does not thereby make a binding pledge of the brass, 
in short whether the true view is not that inasmuch as the parties 
are agreed as to the individual article to be given, it is pledged 
accordingly : and in fact this is the better opinion. At the same 
time the party who gave it is liable to a counter action on pledge, 
not to speak of the swindle {stelUonatus) which he commits. 

2 PoMPONius {on Sabinns 6) If a debtor has sold and delivered 

an article which he pledged, and you have lent him money which he 
paid to the creditor to whom he gave the pledge, moreover you 
have made an agreement with him that the thing which he has 
already sold should be pledged with you, there is no doubt that 
your agreement is inoperative, as you have accepted for a pledge a 
thing which belonged to a third person ; and in feet it follows from 
the above circumstances that the purchaser has come to have in his 
hands an article which is released from the pledge, and the fact 
that the article was released by means of money of yours is beside 
the question. 
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3 The same (oii Sabinm 18) If, in pursuance of an agreement‘s 
with your debtor tjjiat he will pay the money owing at once you 
have given him back the,article pledged, whereupon he has handed it 
through the window to a person whom he has specially placed there 
to receive it, then, ‘according to Labeo, you can bring against your 
debtor an action for theft and also an action for production ; 
should you moreover bring the counter action on pledge, and the 
debtor plead by way of exeeptio that the thing pledged had been 
given back to him, you can by way of replicatio allege dolus and 
fraud, as in virtue of the fraud it will be held that the thing was 
not given back at all but abstracted by a dishonest manoeuvre. 

4 Ulpianus {on Sabinus 41) If the parties have come to an 
agreement as to the sale of the thing pledged, either at the first or 
subsequently, then not only is a sale valid, but the purchaser at 
once becomes owner of the thing. However, even where there has 
been no agreement made about the sale of what is pledged, stiU the 
law in force is that a sale is allowable, provided there is no agree- 
ment that it should not be allowable ; but, if it was agreed that 
there should be no sale, then, if the ci'editor sells, he is liable to an 
action for theft, unless the debtor was three times called upon to 
pay, and he did not do it. 

6 PoMPONitrs (on Sabinws 19) This is the rale, whether the 
agreement was that there should be no sale at all or something has 
been done in breach of the terms agreed to, either in reference to 
the amount or a condition or the place of sale. 

6 The same (on Sabinus 35) Should it be agreed that you are 
to be at liberty to sell the land which is pledged with you, still it 
does not at all follow that you can be compelled to sell, even though 
the person who gave you the pledge is insolvent, because the 
assimance in question was given you for your own sake. However, 
Atilidnus holds that on special cause shown the creditor can be 
compelled to sell ; suppose, he says, the amount owed is much less 
than the value of the thing pledged, and the latter can be sold just 
now for more than it would fetch later on. StUI, the better rule 
would be that the person who gave the pledge should be able to 
sell it, and pay the debt when he has received the purchase money, 
it being understood that the creditor is compellable to allow, the 
property pledged to be inspected, if it is movable, provided the - 
debtor gives him a sufficient undertaking to save him banniess: 
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.the fact is that it would amount to cruelty that a creditor should 
be compelled to sell against his will. 1. If Ihe creditor sells the 
land pledged with him for more than the amount of the debt, and 
he lends the surplus at interest, he must pay over the interest 
thereon to the person who gave him the pledge ; moreover, if he 
uses the surplus himself, interest must equally be paid ; but if he 
has been keeping it in liis hands by way of deposit, he need not 
pay any interest. 

7 Paxjltjs {Sentences 2) Should the creditor have allowed 
some time to elapse before handing over the surplus which he was 
allowed to keep on deposit, then, in consideration of his default, he 
must be compelled to give the debtor interest too, such as the case 
requires. 

8 PoMPONitrs {(m Sahinus 35) If I incur some unavoidable 
expense in the matter of a slave or a piece of land which I took by 
way of security, I not only shall have a lien but even a right to the 
counter action on pledge : suppose, for instance, on some occasion the 
slave was ill, and I paid money to medical men, but he died, or, 
again, say that I shored up or repaired a set of chambers and after 
that it was burnt to the ground and I had nothing in my hands on 
which I could exercise a lien. 1. If several slaves are given in 
pledge, some of which the creditor sells for so much money, on the 
undei'standing that he assures the purchaser against their being 
recovered in virtue of superior title, and he thereupon pays himself 
his debt, he can keep the remaining slaves until an undertaking is 
given him that he shall be saved harmless in respect of whatever it 
was that he promised with reference to the event of the other 
slaves being recovered. 2. If one of the heirs of the debtor pays 
his share of the debt, stiU the whole thing given by way of pledge 
can lawfully be sold, just as it might be if the debtor himself had 
paid a portion of the debt. 3. If I stipulate for money to be paid 
me at the end of one, two and three years, and receive a pledge by 
way of security, and I agree that unless on each day assigned for 
payment the money is paid I shall be at liberty to seU the thing 
pledged^, what is held is that I cannot sell the thing until all the 
sums have become payable, for the reason that by the above words 
all three payments are pointed out, and it is not a fact that on each 
day assigned for payment the money is not paid until all three days 
have arrived. But when all three times for payment have passed, 
then, if even one portion only should be unpaid, the pledge may be 

1 See 1). 13. 7. 34, and Gradenwitz, Jnterpolationen, 37. 
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sold. Had the wor^ been these: — “if any one payment should’ 
fail to be made on tjie day assigned for it”»[etc,] then the promisee^ 
would have a right ta sue on the agreement at once'^ 4. An 
agreement as to the right to sell a pledge should be framed 
generally so that Everyone may be covered by it : but, even if it 
extends only to the creditor himself, his heir also may lawfully sell, 
if there has been no agreement contrary to tliis. 5. Where a 
pledge may be sold by virtue of an agreement, it may be sold on 
account not only of unpaid principal but also of other matters such 
as interest and expenses incurred in respect of the property. 

UliPiAifUS {on the Edict 28) If a debtor has given me by 
way of pledge the property of a third pemon, or has behaved 
in bad faith in relation to the pledge, the iTile is that the 
counter action is available. 1. A pledge may be given not only 
for money but also on other accounts, for instance, where a man 
gives a pledge to someone in order that he may become surety for 
him. 2. Strictly speaking a thing is said to be pledged when it is 
handed over to the creditor : whei’e even possession does not pass 
to the creditor we speak of hypothec. 3. For the action on pledge 
to be available all the money must have been paid, or satisfaction 
given in respect of it. By satisfaction given we mean satisfaction 
in such form as approved itself to the creditor, though there was 
no payment : whetlxer he desired that security should be given to 
him by other pledges in order that he should renounce this onej-or 
by sureties, or by the provision of another debtor, or by the 
payment of a money consideration or by mere agreement, the 
action on pledge is available. And the general rule may be laid 
down that in all cases in which the creditor has consented to 
release the pledge, satisfaction is held to have been given to him 
if he has received the form of security he desired, even though he 
committed an error of judgment in the matter. 4. One who has 
given a third person’s property by way of pledge may bring the 
action on pledge if he has paid the debt 5. Though one who has 
brought the action on pledge before payment has not brought it in 
the proper way, nevertheless, if he offers the money at the hearing, 
he is entitled to recover the pledged property and the amount of 
his interest 

^ In text ei^ not mihi. 

3 This section is somewhat puzzling. The writer seems to think that the 
sentences “on each day the money is paid” and “on each day the money is not 
paid” express an exhaustive alternative. 
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10 , Gaitts {mi the promnekd Edict 9) But if he is prepared not 
to pay but to give satisfaetion in some other way, say, for instance 
he is willing to give an exprmiissm-, this is.pf no service to him 

11 Ulpianus {mi the Edict 28) If issue 'is joined with a 
debtor in respect of the debt, or a guarantor is sued, this is not 
regarded as amounting to payment t If the obligation on which 
the debt rests is superseded {novata) this destroys the pledge, 
unless there has been an agreement that the pledge shall be re- 
newed. 2. If I take a pledge from you on the understanding that I 
am going to hand over some money to you, and I do not hand it over, 
I shall be liable to the action on pledge though there has been no 
actual discharge by payment : the same rule applies if a formal 
receipt has been given for the money lent, or the condition on wliich 
the pledge was to depend has failed or a valid agreement has been 
come to that no claim for the money shall be made. 3. If the 
property was pledged in respect of the pi-incipal alone, or of the 
interest, the action on pledge is available when that money has 
been paid in respect of which the property was bound. But 
whether the interest was expressly contracted for or not, in any 
case if the property was pledged in respect of it also, the action on 
pledge will not be available so long as any of it is unpaid. The 
case is different with interest that a man has promised beyond the 
statutory limit, for this is entirely unlawful. 4. If there are 
several heirs to the creditor, and to one of these his share is paid, 
the other heirs of the creditor ought not to suffer any injury, [on 
account of this payment,] but having tendered to the debtor what 
he has paid to their co-heir they may sell the whole property. This 
opinion is not without foundation. 5, The money is regarded as 
having been paid not only if the payment was made to the man to 
whom the property, was pledged, but also if it was made at his 
wish to a third person, or to one whose heir he is, or to his 
proewrator, or to a slave appointed to collect debts. Accordingly 
if you rent a house and let part of it to me, and I pay the rent to 
your lessor, I can bring the action on pledge against you (for 
Julian lays it down that payment may be made to him). Of course 
the goods brought into the house by me will be liable only for the 
amount at which I hired my room, for it is incredible that the 
agreement can have been that my paltry things should be liable for 
the whole of the rent. There is considered to have been a tacit 
agreement with the owner of the house that he should have the 
benefit not of the agreement of the lodging-house keeper but 
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of his own. 6. We do not acquu’e an obligation by idedge by 
means of a free person : so fully is this the rule that in general \ve 
cannot acquire it tlirojigh a 2 n*ocnrator or a tutor and thus they 
themselves may be sued by the action on pledge. Nor is this 
affected by the ride, enacted by our Emperor, tliat possession can 
be acquired by means of a free person, for that rule operates to the 
effect that we can obtain, through a 2 >^'ocurator or a Uttor, the 
actual possession of a thing subjected to a pledge to us, but a free 
person will not always acquire the obligation itself for us. 7- But 
if my procurator or tutor gives a thing in pledge lie himself can 
bring the action on pledge: this ajiplies in the case of a procurator 
provided he had authority to give a pledge, 

L2 Gaius {on the promneird Edict 9) or had been entrusted 
with the general administration of the property of one who was in 
the habit of borrowing money on the security of pledges. 

'3 Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 28)^ If, when the creditor is selling 
the pledge, an agreement is come to between him and the buyer 
that if the debtor pays the price to the buyer he shall be entitled 
to get his property back, Julianus holds, and there is a rescript 
to the same effect, that as a result of this agreement the creditor 
is compellable by the action on pledge to transfer to the debtor his 
action on sale against the buyer. Moreover the debtor himself 
can sue for recovery of the property, or bring an action in factum 
against the buyer. 1. In this action there is a liability both for 
wilful wrongdoing and for negligence, as in the case of loan for use; 
also, safe custody is required but there is no liability for vis maior. 

l4 Paulus {<m the Edict 29) Thus the same degree of care is 
required of the creditor as a diligent owner commonly bestows on 
his own affitirs. 

[5 Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 28) Upon returning the pledge the 
creditor should give the debtor secuiity by way of personal under- 
taking against dolus, and if the property pledged was land, he must 
also give him an undertaking as to [the completeness of] his right, 
in case servitudes should have been lost, through failure of the 
creditor to exercise them. 


^ For trigensimo read viemmno. Of. M. and Lenel, Ed Peip. (2) 246, n. 4, 
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16 . Paulus {on the Edict 29) If a tutor pledges the property 
of his ward in conditions which do not conflict yith statutory rules, 
the pledge is valid, assuming that he receives the money for the 
purposes of the ward. The rule is the same in the case of the 
cwrator of a minor or lunatic. 1. It is clear that the creditor has 
a counter action on pledge. Accordingly if [the debtor] gives 
property which belongs to a third person, or is pledged to a third 
person or to the State, he is liable to this action though he is also 
liable to prosecution for swindling {steUionatus). But is this so 
only if he was aware of the facts or also if he acted in ignorance ? 
So far as concerns the prosecution ignorance is a defence : in the 
case of the counter action, ignorance is, as Marcellus tells us 
{Digest b. 6), no excuse. But if the creditor takes the thing knowing 
that it is the property of a third person, or pledged, or unsound, the 
counter action is not available to him. 2. Even land held on per- 
petual lease {vectigale prcedium) may be pledged, as may also a 
surface right {superjioiwriwm), since nowadays actioms utiles are 
given to holders of these surface rights. 

17 Marciahtts {on the hypothecary formuda) However, the 
Divine Severus and Antoninus have provided by rescript that the 
pledge wiU be without prejudice to the chief-rent. 

18 PAUiiUS {on the Edict 29) If we have agreed that a claim 
against a debtor of mine shall be pledged to you, this agreement 
is to be maintained by the Praetor, so that he will protect both 
you in suing for the money and the debtor if I sue him. Accord- 
ingly if it was a money debt, you will set off against your claim 
the money you recover : if it was any specific thing, you will hold 
what you recover by way of pledge. 1. If the bare ownership is 
pledged a usufruct which afterwards fidls in will be included in the 
pledge : the rule is the same in the case of alluvion. 2. If pledged 
land is sold the pledge still subsists, since the land passe.s subject 
to its incidents as in the case of a child born to a slave woman 
after sale. 3. If a person has made an agreement that a wood 
shall be pledged to him, Cassius holds that a ship built of this 
material is not subject to the pledge, for the material is one thing, 
the ship 'another, and therefore it is proper to add expressly in 
giving the pledge: “ Whatever is made or grows out of this^ wood.” 
4. If a slave pledges a thing belonging to the peeuUwm, this is to 
be upheld if he had the right of free administration of ihepecuM/um. 
For he can also alienate these things. 

^ After ex insert ea. M. 
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L9 Maeciakus {on the hypothecary formidct) We must underc 
stand the same r^es to be laid down in the case also of a 
JiUnsfcmUias. , 

20 Paulus {on the Edict 29) A third person’s property may be 
given in pledge with the consent of the owner : and, further, if it 
is given without his knowledge, and he ratifies the transaction, the 
pledge will be valid. 1. If a thing is pledged to several persons 
at the same time, the legal position of them all is the same. 2. If 
it is the creditor’s fault that the money is not paid to him, the 
action on pledge may rightly be brought. 3. In some cases, 
even though the money has been paid, the action on pledge should 
be refused : for instance, if the creditor has bought his pledge 
from the debtor. 

21 The same {Short notes 6) Where a house is given in pledge 
the site also is subject to the pledge, for it is a part of the house. 
And, conversely, a building erected is subject to the rights over the 
soil. 

22 XjLPiAfnrs {on the Edict 30) If a pledge has been stolen 
and the creditor brings the action for furtum, Papinianus holds 
that he must set off against the debt whatever he recovers, and 
this is true even though the furtum was committed as a con- 
sequence of negligence on the part of the creditor. This is to be 
laid down stiQ more strongly in relation to what he has recovered 
by the condictio. We must however consider whether what the 
debtor himself has paid under an action for furtum or the condictio 
is to be set off against the debt : and it is uniformly laid down, 
both by textbooks and in practice, that there is no obligation to 
restore to him what he himself has paid under an action for 
furtum. So says Papinianus {Questions b. 9). 1. Papinianus lays 
down the same nde for the case in which the creditor, under the 
influence of fear, has handed back to the debtor a pledged slave 
whom he had received in good faith as security, for if he brings the 
action founded on putting in fear and recovers fourfold, he will 
neither give back anything out of what he has received nor set it 
off against the debt. 2. If a thief gives property in pfedge, the 
action on pledge is open to him in respect of produce also, 
although he himself will not acquire produce (for there is a right 
to bring against a thief both a vindication for existing produce and 
a condictio for that which has been consumed) : he will therefore 
derive advantage from the fret that the creditor was a hona fide 
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.possessor. 3. If, when the pledged property has been sold, the 
debtor, who has obtained permissive occupancy of the property, or 
has hired it, fails to give it up, he is liable upder the counter action. 
4. Where the creditor on the sale of the pledge gave a promise 
of double damages (this having been the ordinS,ry practice and he 
having been sued on account of a claim of superior title (emetio) and 
condemned), can he avail himself of the counter action on pledge ? 
It may be said that he has this resource provided that he sold in 
this way without dolus or carelessness, and conducted the al^r 
like a careful owner. But if such a sale brought no advantage 
with it, but he was selling for what he could have got for the 
property even if he had not made this promise, then he cannot fall 
back [on this action], 

23 Tryphonintts {Disputations 8) and thus he will not be 
able to recover from the debtor more than the amount^ of the debt. 
But if there had been a stipulation for interest, and, five years, let us 
say, after having received^ the price of the pledged property, being 
defeated [in an action for the double damages], he pays them to 
the buyer, he can recover from the debtor the interest for the 
intervening time, since it has become clear that nothing has been 
paid him in such a manner that it cannot be taken away. 
But if he has paid merely the single price he will be barred by 
an eaeeeptio, on the ground of dolus, from a claim of interest, 
since he has had the use of the price which he had received from 
the buyer. 

24 Ulpiantts {<m the Edict 30) The point has been acutely 
put to me : if the creditor has obtained from Caesar a decree that 
he shall possess the pledge [as his own] and it has been recovered 
from him by superior title, has he the counter action on pledge 'i 
As to this it seems to me that the obligation of pledge is at an end 
and that there has been an abandonment of the contract. On the 
other hand, the utUis actio on purchase is at his disposal, as if the 
property had been given to him by way of payment, so as to give 
him satisfaction up to the amount of the debt, or of his interest, 
and the»creditor may have a right of set off, if, as it happens, an 
action is brought against him on pledge or on any other ground. 
1. The question is asked, whether one who has paid the creditor 
with bad money has the action on pledge, as having paid the money 

'■ For tvmma read mmmcm. Of, M. 

* After read wimfutm ett- Of M. 
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dua And it is settled law that he is neither entitled to bring the. 
action on pledge n^r released from the debt, for bad money does 
not release one who pays it : the coins ought in fact to be returned 
to him. 2. If the creditor has actually sold the pledge for more 
than was due, but has not yet recovered the price from the buyer, 
can he be sued by the action on pledge for payment of the excess, 
or, rather, ought the debtor* either to wait till the buyer pays, or 
to take transfer of actions against him ? I hold that the creditor 
is not to be forced to make payment, but that either the debtor 
should wait, or, if he does not wait, the actions against the buyer 
should be assigned to him, at the risk, nevertheless, of the vendor. 
If however he has already received the money, he must hand over 
the excess. 3. If the creditor has misused pledged property, or has 
irgured the health of slaves, account is taken of this in the action 
on pledge. Of course if, on account of their misconduct, the 
creditor has punished them, or put them in irons, or sent them 
before the proefectus or prcBses it must be said that he is not liable 
to the action on pledge. Consequently if he has prostituted a 
female slave, or compelled her to do any other discreditable act, 
the pledge of the woman is at once discharged. 

The same {on Ihe Edict 31) If the creditor has given the 
pledged slaves instruction in handicrafts, there will be the counter 
action if they had already learnt something of them, or it was with 
the debtor’s consent. If indeed neither of these was the case, but 
it was in necessary handicrafts, there wUl be the counter action, 
but not so that the debtor will be compelled to go without the 
slaves by reason of the magnitude of the charges. For just as 
his liability for dolm and carelessness does not permit him to 
neglect the things so also he must not put the pledged property 
into such a condition that the recovery of it is burdensome to the 
debtor : suppose for instance a large tract of land is pledged by 
a man who is hardly able to redeem it, much less to cultivate it, 
and you, having taken it as a pledge, put it into such a state of 
cultivation as to make it of great value : indeed, the truth is that it 
is not fair that I should be forced to seek other creditors, or to sell 
what I wished to get back, or to abandon it to you under pressure 
of poverty. These points should therefore be considered by the 
judge, taking a middle line, so that he should pay attention neither 
to a debtor making much of trifles, nor to a creditor inclined to 
overburden the debtor. 

' Aftor debeat ins. dd>Uor. M. ^ Afier oreditarem ins. rem. M. 
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26 The same {Disputations 3) There is nothing surprising in 

the fact that a pledge is created where a magistrate for any reason 
puts a person into possession of property, ^ince our Emperor, with 
his father, has frequently laid it down by rescript that a pledge can 
be created also by will. 1. It should be noted that where a pledge 
is created by a magistrate’s order, it is not established until actual 
possession is taken. » 

27 The same {Opinions 6) A debtor who had not the money 
at hand gave his creditor, who was asking for the return of a loan, 
certain articles in gold, that he might give them in pledge to an- 
other creditor. If the person who received them from the debtor 
holds them freed by payment and recovered [from the man to 
whom he pledged them] he is compellable to produce them. But 
if they are still in the hands of the creditor’s creditor, they are 
considered as bound with the consent of the owner. But the 
appropriate action is available to the owner of them against his 
creditor to compel delivery of them when they are released. 

28 JuLiAHtrs {Digest 11) If a creditor who has taken a thing 

in pledge, having lost possession of it, brings the Servian action 
and recovers damages, the debtor afterwards suing for the same 
thing will be repelled by an eoeceptio, unless he offers to him [who 
holds it] what was paid for it. 1. If a slave takes a pledge on 
account of the pecuUvm, the action on pledge is available to the 
debtor against the master. 

29 Tm SAME {Digest 44) If you buy a third person’s property 

in good faith, and pledge it to me, and take it back in permissive 
occupancy {precario), and thereafter the owner makes me his heir, 
the pledge ceases and only the permissive occupancy will survive : 
for this reason your usueapio will be interrupted. 

30 PauIiES {Epitorrm of the Digest of Alfmus Varm 5) One 
who had lent money, to a man who traded with a lighter, detained 
the lighter in the river on his own authority, as the money was not 
paid on the agreed day. Then the river rose and carried away the 
lighter. The answer was that if he had detained it without the 
consent of the lighterman, the lighter was at his risk, but that if 
the debtor had allowed it to be detained, by his consent, negligence 
alone must be made good to him, not vis maior. 
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L AimcANtrs (Questions 8) If a slave given in pledge commits . 
furtvm against the cj'editor, it is open to «the debtor to abandon 
the slave by way of surrender for noxa. But if he gave him to me 
in pledge knowing that he was a thief, though he is ready to leave 
him with me, as surrendered for noxa, nevertheless I shall have 
the action on pledge, for an indemnity. Julianus says that the 
same rules are to be observed also if a slave deposited or lent 
commits fuxtvm. 

>2 Maboianus (Btdes 4) A creditor can bring the counter 
action on pledge against a debtor who has given a third person’s 
property as a pledge, even though the debtor is solvent. 

13 The same (on the hypothecary formvia) If the debtor has 
paid the money he can bring the action on pledge to recover 
property given in amtidiresis, for since there is a pledge he can 
use this word [in his claim]. 

54 Maecellus (Responsci) Where Titius had lent money to 
Sempronius, and taken a pledge for it, and because the money was 
not paid the creditor was about to sell the pledge^ [the debtor] 
asked the creditor to buy the land at a certain price, and at the time 
of his request wrote a letter by which he declared that he had sold 
the land to the creditor. I ask whether the debtor can revoke this 
sale on offering the principal and interest which are due. Marcellus 
answered that on the fects stated he cannot revoke it. 

J6 FIiOREHTIN-tts (Institutes 8) When something is due on 
account of both principal and interest from one who owes money 
secured by pledges, whatever is received from the sale of pledges 
is to be credited in the first instance to interest which is admittedly 
due at that time, and then, if there is anything over, to the 
principal. In fact a debtor is not to be listened to, who when he 
knows that he is not solvent expresses a choice as to the obligation 
from which he prefers his pledge to be freed. 1. Pledge transfers 
only possession to the creditor, the ownership of the debtor being 
unaffected : he may however enjoy his property both by permissive 
occupancy and by hiring. 

# 

36 UiiPiANHS (cm the Edict 11) The question has been raised 
in what way a person is liable who in a case of pledge gives the 
creditor brass in substitution for gold. Sabinus observes most 

1 M. wotild insert rem after earn. See A. t 8. 3 and Gradenwitz, Interpokn 
tumeni 37. 
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gorrectly on this case, that if, when gold has in fact been given, he 
substitutes brass, he is liable for theft, but that if he substitutes 
brass at the time of delivery he has behaved* in a rascally way, 
but is not a thief. However, in this case also I think the action 
on pledge will apply, and go Pomponius holds. • Moreover, as has 
been repeatedly laid down by rescript, he will be punished under 
the extraordinary procedure {extra c^dinem) on the ground of 
swindling (sUllioruiutiis). 1. Add that if anyone knowingly and 
deliberately gives me the property of a third person in pledge, 
or pledges to me what is already charged to someone else, and 
does not tell me of tliis, he will be punished under the same 
charge. Of course if the thing is of great value and is pledged 
for a gTnall amount of money, it should be said that not only is 
the accusation of swindling inapplicable, but so also are the actions 
on pledge and on dolus, the fact being that the person who took 
the second pledge was in no way defrauded. 

7 PAUiiTJs {on Plautius 6) If I let on hire to the owner a 
pledge which has been delivered to me I retain possession by 
the letting, for before the debtor hired the thing he had not the 
possession of it, while I have the intention of retaining pos- 
session, and, again, the hirer has no intention of acquiring it. 

8 Modestinus {Differences 1) On account of the risk of the 
action on pledge, the sanction of a tutor is necessary to a pupiMus 
who takes a pledge. 

9 The same {Besponsa 4) Gaius Seius gave his land to Lucius 

Titius in pledge, on account of money lent. Later, an agreement 
was made between them that the creditor should possess the pledge 
for a certain time, as a set off against his money. However, before 
this time had expired, the creditor, in declaring his last wishes, 
provided by his will that one of his sons should have this land, 
and added “which I bought from Lucius Titius whereas he had 
not bought it. Gaius Seius, who was the debtor, also amongst 
others signed this will I ask whether by the fact that he signed 
it he prejudiced himself in any way, since no instrument of sale is 
produce,d, but only the agreement that the creditor should take the 
produce for a certain time. Herennius Modestinus answered that 
the contract of pledge was not affected by the fact that the debtor 
had signed the vrill of the creditor in which he declared that he 
had bought the pledge. 

^ Prohahly this should be Gains Seius. 
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40 Papinianus {Responsa 3) A debtor cannot validly buy froni 
the creditor a pledge he has given, since^ a purchase of one’s own 
property is void, nor, if he buys it for less than the debt, and claims 
the pledge, or vindicafes the ownership, is the creditor bound to 
restore possession»to him, unless he offers the whole of the debt. 
1. The debtor’s son who is still in the potestas of his father cannot 
effectively acquire the pledgee from his father’s creditor with money 
of hv& pectdivm, and thus, if the patron of the debtor has obtained 
honorum possessio in opposition to the provisions of the will he 
will acquire the ownership of a half ^ For the pledge is released 
by the money which the son paid by way of price out of what 
belonged to his father. 2. When the money is paid the creditor 
ought to restore the possession of the pledge which was actually 
with him, and the debtor® is not required to pay any mora 
Accordingly if the creditor has meanwhile himself given the pledge 
as security, when the debtor has paid the money which he owed, no 
action will be given in respect of the second pledge, nor will any 
right of retention remain. 

41 PAtTLTTS (Qttestions 3) You gave a third person’s property 
in pledge and thereafter you became owner of the property : an 
actio utUis on the pledge is given to the creditor. The same rule 
is not to be laid down if I become heir to Titius who has given my 
property as security without my consent, for in a case of this kind 
the right to recover the pledge is not to be granted to the creditor : 
it does not necessarily suffice in order to make the actio vtiMs on 
pledge available that the owner is the same person as he who 
owes the money. But if he had agreed to the pledge, so that a 
point can be made of his trickery, he cannot fairly oppose the 
bringing of the actio utiMs against him. 

t2 PAJpnnANUS {Responsa 3) In the action which lies on 
account of the giving of a pledge, the creditor is compelled by law 
to give back with interest the excess of the price [over the debt] 
and he is not to be heard if he seeks to substitute the buyer as 
defendant {ddegare), since in the sale, which takes place tmder a 
pact®, the creditor is carrying out a transaction of ids own. 

13 SOAETOiiA {Digest 6) A man gave a vacant plot of land as 
security to a creditor, and handed over the instrument of purchase. 
When he wanted to build on the land, a dispute having been raised 

1 See Inst ni. vii 2. “ After cogitur add d^tor. M. 

* 'For facto TcaApacto. Of. M. 
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with him by the adjoining owner as to the width of the land, which 
he could not otherwise pi;ove, he asked the creditor to produce the 
document of title handed over by him. As the creditor did not 
produce it he erected a smaller building and thus suffered damage. 
It was asked whether if the. creditor claims the money or vindicates 
the pledge, supposing an exe&ptio doU is set up, the judge ought 
to take account of this damage. The answer was that if there was 
no intent that the debtor should be wronged by being deprived of 
the use of the instrument, he can bring the action on pledge when 
he has paid the money, but if the refusal was with that intent then 
there will also be an action for the amount of his interest against 
the creditor even before the money is paid. 1. Titius^ borrowed 
money from Gains Seius under a pledge of leather sacks. At a 
time when Seius had these sacks in his granary, a centurion sent 
from the office of food supply carried them off for commissariat 
purposes. They were afterwards recovered on the application of 
Gains Seius the creditor. I ask whether Titius the debtor, or 
Seius the creditor, ought to bear the damage caused by this use of 
them. The answer was that on the fiicts stated [Seius]^ was not 
liable for the damage due to this cause. 


^ Omit cum, M. 
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On the Exeeoitorian Action. 

1 Ulpianhs (<m the Edict 28) The usefulness of this Edict 
is known by all to be indisputable. People every now and then 
enter into contractual relations with masters of vessels, to meet 
the necessities incurred on a voyage, without knowing what is 
their class or character, and it was therefore right that the person 
who appointed the master for the ship should be bound by the 
contract just as is a person who has placed an histitw (commercial 
agent) at the head of a shop or a business, it being in fact more 
necessary to make an agreement with the master of a ship than 
with a commercial agent ; as the circumstances of the case make 
it easy for the party to form an opinion as to what the class of 
persons is to which the itistitw belongs and make a contract 
accordingly, but with the master of a ship the case is different, 
since, not uncommonly, place and time do not admit of a fuller 
judgment being arrived at. 1. By “master of a ship” we must 
understand the person who is entrusted with the care of the whole 
ship : 2. but should the agreement be made with one of the seamen, 
no action is allowed to be brought against the esoereitor, although 
an action is allowed against him founded on a delict on the part of 
any one of those who are on board the vessel to aid in the naviga- 
tion. The reason for this is that the ground of action in the case 
of the contract is a very different thing from the ground in the case 
of the delict, seeing that a man who appoints a master to a ship 
allows contracts to be made with him, but a man who ^engages 
seamen does not authorize contracts being made with them, though 
he is bound to see that they behave with no negligence or dolm. 
3. Masters are appointed for the business of letting vessels for the 
purpose of cargo or for passengers^ or to buy gear, but if a master 

I Omit cond - ueendii . C£ M. 
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is.appointed for the purchase or sale of wares, his act will bind the 
ex&reitor in these cases tocv 4. It is of no consequence what is the 
rank of such a master, whether, for example, he* is free or a slave, 
and, [if a slave,] whether he belongs to the exerdtor or to someone 
else, nor wiU it matter whai his age is ; as the party appointing 
has only himself to blame [if he made a bad appointment]. 5. The 
law recognizes as master not only one Fho was appointed as such 
by the exerdtor, but one who was appointed by a master ; this is 
in fact an opinion given by Julianus as to a case on which he was 
consulted where the exerdtor was not aware [of the appointment] ; 
where, however, he is aware and he has allowed the person so 
appointed to discharge the office in question on the vessel, he is 
regarded as having put the pei-son there himself. This appears to 
me to be a reasonable view ; if I appointed a master, I am bound 
to make good whatever he does, otherwise those who contract with 
him will be disappointed, and the rule ought to be applied in the 
case of a master still more readily than in that of an institor, on 
grounds of public utility. What are we to say then if the exerdtor, 
in appointing a master, laid down that the man appointed was not 
to be at liberty to appoint someone else? It is a point to be 
considered whether the opinion of Julianus is still to be followed. 
Suppose, indeed, he forbad the appointee in express terms such as 
these, “You are not to employ Titius as master.” However, we 
shall have to say that the principle of consulting the interest of 
marine commerce requires us to go even to this length. 6. The 
word ship {navis) must be applied to seafaring vessels or to those 
used in rivers or in the course of navigating in lakes, or to rafts. 
7. The Praetor does not allow a right of action against an exerdtor 
on every kind of ground, but only in connexion with the particular 
kind of case for which [the master] was appointed, I mean where 
he was appointed to deal with cases of that kind ; the ship may, 
for example, have been let out for the carriage of goods, or [the 
master] may have bought things which are useful to one who is 
navigating a ship or he may have engaged to pay or may have paid 
money with a view to repairs of the ship, or the crew may sue for 
their wages. 8. Suppose the master borrowed a sum of money, 
will this’be held to be done on account of the matter in hand ? As 
to this, Pegasus is of opinion that if he borrowed money in further- 
ance of the business for which he was appointed, an action 
ought to be allowed, and with this opinion I agree; how if he 
borrowed it in order to flt out or equip the ship or to provide 
sailors? 9. Here Ofilius raises the question, — supposing the 
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master borrows money for the purpose of repairs to the ship and 
converts them to his own use, will an action be allowed against the 
exercitor ? To which his own answer is that if the master received 
the money with the express agreement that he would spend it on 
the ship, but after that he changed his mind, the exereitor was 
bound and had himself to blame for appointing such a man master ; 
but if from the very first hg entertained the idea of defrauding the 
person who lent the money, and particularly avoided saying that 
he took the money for purposes connected with the ship, the 
conclusion must be different, and this distinction is approved by 
Pedius. 10. On the other hand, if the master practises deceit as 
to the prices of things which are sold to him, the loss must fall 
on the exercitor and not on the person to whom money is owing. 
11. Again, if the master borrows money from a third person and 
pays off the one who lent money for repairs of the ship, I should 
say that such a lender must be allowed to bring an action, just as 
if he had lent for the purposes of the ship. 12. The fact is, it is 
the appointment which lays down the terms binding on the con- 
tracting parties ; so that, if the master was appointed for the ship 
on the understanding only that he was to collect freight, but not 
that he was to let out [spaces on the vessel], the exercitor having, 
it may be, let out [such spaces] himself, the exercitor will not be 
liable, if the master lets ; or, if the understanding was that he 
might let but not that he might demand freight, a similar rule will 
apply ; or if it was that he should contract with passengers but 
not o&r the use of the ship for carrying cargo, or the converse, 
then, if he transgress the restrictions laid down for him, he will 
not thereby put the exercitor under any liability. We may add 
that if the master was appointed in order that he should hire out 
the ship for the carriage of goods of a specified kind, say vegetables 
or hemp, and he should agree to carry marble or other materials^ 
of any kind, the rule is that the exercitor is not bound. The truth 
is that some ships are transport vessels and some, to use the 
common word (ttt iipei ddmrvt), are passenger vessels (i’lrifiaTrj’yol), 
and there are, to my knowledge, a great many shipowners who tell 
the masters that they must not carry passengers, moreover, that 
business is to be done only in some particular parts and particular 
seas, for instance, there are ships which carry passengers to 
Brundisium from Cassiopa or Dyrrhachium but are not fit to 
take cargo, again, some are suitable for river navigation but are 
not fitted for sea voyages. 13. Should there be several masters 
^ For alia materia read alice materice. C£ M, 
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Eippointed without the duties being distributed amongst them, 
a contract made with aijiy one of them will* be binding on the 
exercitor, but if their respective duties are astdgned, so that one 
may let out [space in the vessel] and another take freight, then 
the exercitor will be bound by any one who acts within his duty. 
14. Should however the terms of the appointment be, as they often 
are, that no person appointed is to m^e any contract apart from 
the others or other, anybody who contracts with one only will have 
himself to blame for it. 15. The term exercitor is understood to 
mean the person by whom all proceeds and payments are received, 
whether he is the owner of the vessel or he hired the vessel at a 
lump sum either for temporary use or altogether. 16. Whether 
the person who acts as eseerdtor is a man or a woman, mi iuris or 
under potestoLS or is a slave, is a matter of small account ; but for a 
person mi iv/ris under age to be exercitor, the law requires the 
concurrence of his guardian. 17. People are allowed to choose 
whether they would like to sue the exercitor or the master. 18. On 
the other hand, [the Praetor] does not hold out a right of action^ 
to the exereHtor against persons who contracted with the master, 
because he did not require to be aided in the same way ; but he 
can sue the master ea; locato, if he is furnishing his services for a 
pecuniary payment, or, if he serves gratuitously, he can sue him 
ex mandato. Of course the prcefecti, on account of the service of 
the food supply, and, in the provinces, Hhe prcesides of the provinces 
are in the habit of coming to their assistance by the extraordinary 
procedure {eoetra ordincm) in the matter of contract by masters 
of vessels. 19. If the exercitor of a ship is in the potestas of 
another person, and carries on the business with his approval, an 
action lies, on account of transactions with the shipmaster, against 
the person in whose potestas the exer<Mor is. 20. But though an 
action lies against him in whose potestas the exercitor is, still, it is 
available only if he carries on the business with his consent. The 
reason why the person who has the exercitor in his potestas is 
liable in Ml by reason of consent is that shipowning is of the 
highest public importance. But the employment of i/nstitores is 
not equally beneficial : for that reason those who have contracted 
with one who is, to the knowledge of his master, carrying on a 
business with property of the peadivm are entitled only to take 
their share in the distribution [of the peculiwml. But if the 
transaction with the shipmaster was merely with the master’s 
knowledge and not also with his assent, are we to allow a claim 
^ For acHo non read actionem non. C£ Id. 
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in full as in the case of an assenting master, or shall we give an 
action on the lineh of the actio f/ribut,OTia'i In these doubtful 
conditions it is better to follow strictly the words of the edict and 
not to penalise the mere bare knowledge of the father or master in 
the case of shipsy or, in the case of tsading with property of the 
peGulium, to give such an extended meaning to consent as to 
create an obligation for th§ full amount of the claim. In accord- 
ance with this Pomponius also seems so to lay it down for the case 
of one who is in ihepotestas of another ; if he conducts the business 
with assent the master is liable in full, in cases short of this only to 
the extent oiihepeculvum. 21. We must understand the expres- 
sion “ in potestas ” to cover those of both sexes, sons and daughters, 
male and female slaves. 22. If a slave forming part of a pecvMmn 
acts as escereitor with consent of the son in whose pecuUvm he is, 
or an underslave does so with that of the slave, the father or 
master who has not lent his approval will be liable only to the 
extent of the peeulium, but the son himself will be liable in ML 
Of course if they carry on the business with the consent of the 
fether or master these will be liable for the whole claim, and, in 
addition, the son if he himself also assented, will be liable in Ml. 
23. However, although the Prsetor promises the action only if the 
transaction is with his shipmaster, yet, as Julian has also observed, 
the father or master wiU be liable in full even though the contract 
is with the exercitor himself. 24. This action against the 
exereifoi' lies in respect of the shipmaster, and thus if either of 
them has been sued, there can be no action against the other. 
Supposing some part of the money is paid, if this is by the ship- 
master the obligation is reduced by direct operation of law (ipso 
ittre) ; if it is by the eaoereitor, then, whether he pays on his own 
account, that is in view of the “ honorary ” obligation, or on behalf 
of the shipmaster, the obligation is reduced, since a third person 
also, who pays for me, frees me from the debt. 25. If several 
persons are jointly exerdtores in respect of a ship, the claim for 
the full amount can be brought against any one of them, 

2 Gaius (on the provincial Edict 9) in order that a person 
who contracted with one may not be compelled to split up his 
claim amongst several opponents, 

3 Patous (on the Edict 9) and it does not matter in the least 
what share each of them has in the ship : the one who has paid 
will recover from the others in the action on partnership. 
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4 , JJh'PiAJSVB {on the Edict If, however, several 

manage the ship themselves, they are to be su«5<i each to the extent 
of his share in the business ; for they are not to be considered as 
acting as shipmasters for each other. 1. But where several exer- 
dtores have appointed one of their number to *be shipmaster any 
of them will be liable to be sued on his account for the whole 
claim. 2. If a slave belonging to more than one person acts as 
esjcercvtor with their assent, the law is the same as in the case of a 
plurality of exereUores. Evidently if he did it with the assent of 
one of them that one will be liable for the whole claim, and, 
accordingly, I consider that, in the case before mentioned, each of 
them is liable in full. 3. If it is a slave who was exerdtor of a ship 
with the assent of his owner and he is alienated, the man who has 
alienated him is, none the less, liable in full. In the same way he 
will be liable though the slave dies, for the principal is also liable 
after the death of the shipmaster. 4. These actions will be available 
without limitation of time and both to and against heirs; ac- 
cordingly if a slave dies, who was esoerdtor with his master’s 
consent, the action will be available after a year has expired, 
though the action on pe&dium is not available after the year. 

6 Patilxts {on the Edict 29) If you employ as shipmaster one 

who is in my potestas I also shall have an action against you if 
I make any contract with him : the same rule applies if he is owmed 
in common by us. You will however have an action against me on 
the contract of letting, because you hired the services of my slave, 
since even if he had contracted with a third person you could sue 
me for a transfer of the rights of action which I held on account of 
him, just as you could have proceeded against a freeman if you had 
in fact hired one : if however the services were gratuitous you can 
bring an action on mandatum. 1. In the same way if my slave is 
exenrdtor of a ship and I contract with his shipmaster, there will 
be nothing to bar me from bringing against the shipmaster any 
action to which I am entitled by either civil or “honorary” law : 
this edict does not in fact bar any other person at all from pro- 
ceeding against the shipmaster, for no transfer of any action is 
effectecj by this edict, but one is added. 2. If one of these 
exereUores contracts with the shipmaster, he wiU be able to sue 
the others. 

6 Paulus {Short notes 6) Where a slave is exerdtor of a 
ship without his master’s assent, if it is with his knowledge there 

^ The reference should be to b. 28. 0£ M. and Lenel, Ed. Perp. (2) 248. 
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is an action on the lines of the actio trihvtona ; if he does not 
know of it there will be an action on the peculium. 1. If a 
common slave is ho&rcUor of a ship, with the consent of his 
masters, an action for the full amount due should be given 
against any of thBm singly. 

7 A^bioaitus {Questions g) Lucius Titius appointed Stichus 
as master of a ship^: he, having borrowed money, gave an ac- 
knowledgment that he had received it for the purpose of repair 
of the ship. The question was raised whether Titius was liable to 
the exercitorian action only if the creditor proved that the money 
had been spent in repairs to the vessel. The answer was that the 
creditor could effectively sue if at the time when the money was 
lent, the ship was in such a condition that it needed to be repaired : 
for while it is not reasonable that the creditor should be driven to 
this, that he should himself undertake the repair of the ship, and 
attend to the owner’s business (which would certainly be the result 
if he had to show that the money had been spent in repairs), yet 
this may be required, that he shall know that he is lending for the 
purpose for which the appointment as shipmaster was made. And 
this certainly cannot he the case unless he knows this also, that the 
money is needed for repairs. Prom this it follows that even if the 
ship was in need of repair, yet, if much more money was lent than 
was wanted for the purpose, an action for the fiiU amount ought 
not to be allowed against the owner of the ship. 1. Sometimes 
the question must also be taken into account whether the money 
was lent at a place in which the things on account of which it was 
lent could be acquired : what, in fact, are we to say, our authoriiy 
asks, in a case in which money is lent for the purchase of a sail at 
an island such that a sail is absolutely not to be had there ? To 
put it shortly, the creditor is bound to show some care in the 
matter®. 2. Our authority remarks that practically the same 
rules are to be laid down also if the institorian action is under 
discussion, for in that case also the creditor is required to know 
that this was a necessary acquisition of the goods for the purchase 
of which the slave was appointed, and that the fact that he lent it 
for this purpose suffices : it is not also to be required that he 
should himself undertake the burden of seeing to the application 
of the money to that purpose®. 

^ For navU read rum. Ct M. 

’ After ea ins. re. M. 

° Text corrupt, but this seems to be the meaning. C£ M. 
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On the Rhobian Law op Jettison. 

1 Pablus {Sentmces 2) It is prcwided by the Rhodian Law 
that if merchandise is thrown overboard to lighten the ship, the 
loss occasioned for the benefit of all must be made good by the 
contribution of alL 

2 The same {on the Edict 34) When jettison has been made 
on account of the labouring of the ship, the owners of the lost 
goods ought to sue the master of the ship ex locato, that is, if they 
had handed over their goods for caniage under a contract of 
loeat'io : he can then proceed ex cmiducto against the others, whose 
goods have been preserved, so that the loss may be distributed, in 
proportion. Servius, in fact, gave a responmm to the effect that 
they ought to sue the shipmaster ex locato requiring him to hold 
the goods of the other passengers till they make good their share 
of the loss. In any case, even though he does not^ retain posses- 
sion of the goods he will have independently an action ex loccdo 
against the passengers. For what are we to say if there are 
passengers who have no packages^? Clearly the more convenient 
plan is to hold the merchandise if there is any. But if one has not 
hired the whole of the ship he can proceed ex eonducto like 
passengers who have hired accommodation on her, for it is 
eminently just that the burden should be shared by those who have 
secured, by the loss of others’ goods, the advantage that their own 
goods are preserved. 1. If there is no loss of merchandise, but the 
ship is damaged or loses some of her rigging, there will be no 
general contribution, for those things which are provided for the 
purposes of the ship are in a different position from those on 
account of which one has received freight money ; to take a similar 
case, if a smith breaks an anvil or a hammer this will not be 
charged against the person who employed him to do the work. 
But if this damage was done at the wish of the passengers®, under 
the influence of fear, it must be made good. 2. In a case in which 
a number of traders had brought together on the ship various kinds 

1 After an ins. non. M. 

^ i.e. have only valuables about their persons. Pothier. 

* After 'Beetorum, omit vel. M. 
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of merchandise, and, in addition, many passengers, free and slave, 
had taken passage iii her, upon the arisipg of a great storm, goods 
had been of necessity thrown overboard. Thereupon these points 
arose for discussion : whether all must contribute for the jettison, 
even those, if aiiy,«who had brought on Jboard only goods which did 
not burden the ship, such as precious stones and pearls, and what 
proportion was to be paid, ^nd whether anything was to be paid in 
respect of freemen, and by what action the matter could be 
adjusted. The rule laid down was that all to whom it was advan- 
tageous that the jettison should be made must share the loss, for 
they owed the tribute on account of the preservation of their 
goods and, as a consequence, even the owner of the ship was 
liable in proportion. The amount of the loss must be divided in 
proportion to the value of the goods. No valuation can be made 
of free persons. The owners of the lost goods will sue the sailor, 
that is the shipmaster, ex amdmto. In the same way it was 
discussed whether a valuation was to be made of each man’s 
clothing and of rings, and the view held was that everything must 
be taken into account except what might have been brought on 
board for consumption, which would include food-stuffs, there 
being the stronger reason in this case that, if at any time there was 
a shortage of these on the voyage ^ each one would bring what he 
had into the common stock. 3. If the ship has been ransomed 
from pirates, Servius, Ofilius and Labeo hold that all must contri- 
bute, but as for what is taken away by the plunderers, the loss 
must fall on him to whom it belonged®, and no contribution is to 
be made to one who has i-ansomed his goods. 4. The share [of the 
loss] is ordinarily contributed according to the value of the goods 
which are preserved, and of those which are lost, and it is in no 
way material that those which are lost might have been sold at 
a higher priced for what is made good is loss not profit. But 
with regard to those things in respect of which contribution has to 
be made, the valuation should be not according to the price at 
which they were bought, but to that for which they wiU sell. 
6. Of slaves who are lost at sea no valuation is to be made, any 
more than if any sick slaves have died on the ship, or any have 
thrown themselves overboard. 6. If any of the passengers is 
insolvent the loss wiU not fall on the shipmaster, for the seaman is 
not required to investigate everyone’s financial position. 7. If 
goods which have been thrown overboard are recovered, the 

1 Read quia tributum 6b id sermtw res deberent Cf. M. 

2 navigatione. Of. M. ^ fuerit. Of. M. ^ potuerunt. Cf. M. 
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obligation to contribute is discharged : in the event of the contri- 
bution having already be§n made, those who hAve paid can sue the 
shipmaster ex loeato, so that he may proceed eJb eondmto and pay 
back what he recovers. 8. What is thrown’overboard [to save the 
ship] remains however the property of the ownep, and does not vest 
in anyone who gets possession of it, for it is not considered to have 
been abandoned. , 

J Papihianus {Respmsa 19) If a mast or other gear of the 
ship is cast overboard in order to avoid a peril to all, contribution 
is due. 

t Callistratus {Questims 2) If in order to lighten the 
burdened ship because, with her cargo, she could not enter a river 
or harbour, certain goods are put over the side into a boat, lest 
the ship should be endangered outside the river or in the entrance 
itself or in the harbour, and the boat is sunk, an account must be 
taken between those who have their goods saved on the ship and 
those who lost theirs in the boat, exactly as if these goods had 
been thrown overboard. It may be added that Sabinus also 
approves this opinion {Responaa b. 2). On the other hand if the 
boat is saved with some of the goods, but the ship is lost, no 
account is to be taken in respect of those who lost their goods in 
the ship, because jettison leads to contribution only if the ship is 
saved. 1. But there is also a respomum of Sabinus to the effect 
that if a ship which has been lightened in a storm, by jettison of 
the goods of a merchant, is lost elsewhere, and the goods of some 
merchants are recovered by divers, for pay, an account must be 
taken as between him whose goods were thrown overboard during 
the voyage, to lighten the ship, and those who afterwards 
recovered their goods by means of divers. But [he says that] 
he whose goods were thrown overboard has, if some of them are 
recovered by divers, no account to render to those whose goods 
were not^ thus saved, for their goods cannot be said to have been 
thrown overboard to save the ship, which was in fact lost 
2. But when jettison has been made from the ship, and the goods 
of someone, which remained on the ship, have been damaged, 
we must consider whether he should make contribution, since 
he ought not to be burdened with the double loss of both 
contribution and deterioration of his goods. But the view may be 
defended that he must contribute on the basis of the present value 
of his goods. Thus, for example, if the goods of two persons were 

Ins. non. 
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■worth twenty each and those of one of them came to be worth only 
ten, owing to damage by water, the one whose goods are not affected 
will contribute on *a basis of twenty, the other on a basis of ten. 
It is possible howeTer to hold an opinion on the point, turning on 
our making a distinction as to the cause by which the goods came 
to be damaged, that is, whether it was due to their becoming 
exposed owing to the throwing overboard of merchandise, or to 
some other cause, say, for instance the goods lay somewhere in a 
corner and a wave reached them. In this case the owner will have 
to contribute, but ought he not to be free from contribution in the 
first case, since the jettison injured him too ? Or ought he [to be 
liable] even in this case, where his goods have been damaged by 
water, owing to the jettison having been made? But we must 
apply a more subtle distinction, as to whether the greater burden 
is involved in the damage or in the contribution : if, for example, 
the goods were worth twenty and the contribution amounts to ten, 
but the damage is two, then, the damage being deducted, he must 
contribute for the rest. How then if the damage involves a greater 
loss than the contribution? Say, for instance, the goods are 
damaged to the extent of ten aurei while the contribution amounts 
to two : certainly he ought not to bear both charges. But here let 
us consider whether a contribution ought not to be made to his 
loss. For what difference does it make whether I lose my goods 
by jettison, or now have them in a damaged state by reason of 
their having been exposed ? In feet, just as relief is given to one 
who has lost his goods, so there should be relief to him who now 
holds his goods in a damaged condition by reason of the jettison. 
Papirius Pronto laid down these rules in this way in a responmm. 

5 EteBMOGBiriAJJUS o/iaw 2) The loss of the ship 

is not made good by contribution from those who saved their goods 
in the wreck, for the accepted view is that the justice of this 
contribution is admitted only when, by the remedy of jettison, the 
interest of other owners has been looked after and the ship is safe. 
1. If the mast has been cut away to save the ship with her 
cargo there -will be a just claim to contribution. 

6 JuLiANXTS (Digest 86) A ship caught^ by a storm, her 
rigging, mast and yards burnt by lightning, was driven into Hippo. 
Being there provided with a hasty emergency rig she sailed for 
Ostia and safely delivered her cargo. The question was raised 

1 for depresm read deprenta. C£. M. 
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whether those to whom the cargo belonged were bound to pay a 
contribution to the shipmaster towards the expense. The answer 
was that they need not do so, for this expenditure was incurred 

rather to fit out the ship than to save the cargo. 

. • 

PATTLtrs (Epitomes of Alfenus’s Digest 3) The jurist gave a 
responswm to the effect that if a ship was wrecked or stranded, 
what each man saved of his own property he kept for himself, as 
[in case of goods saved] from a fire. 

JuLiANtrs (Extracts from Minicius 2) Those who throw 
any goods overboard to lighten the ship have no intention to treat 
them as abandoned. Indeed if they find them anywhere they may 
carry them off, and if they form an idea as to the place at which 
they were cast ashore, they may make a demand for them : so that 
they are in just the same position as one who, overloaded by 
his burden, drops something on the road intending to return 
shortly with others and carry it off. 

VoLUSius htaiciAiTUS (on the Rhodian Law) A petition of 
Eudaimon of Nicomedia to the Emperor Antoninus. Lord Emperor 
Antoninus : Being shipwrecked in Icaria\ we have been plundered 
by the taxfarmers^ who live in the Cyclades Islands. Antoninus 
said to Eudaimon : I am indeed lord of the world, but the Law is 
lord of the sea. This matter must be decided by the maritime law 
of the Rhodians, provided that no law of ours is opposed to it. 
The most divine Augustus also laid down the same rule. 

Labbo (Prohabilities, epitomised hy Paidvs, 3) If you have 
taken a contract to carry slaves no freight is due to you in respect 
of a slave who died on the ship. Paulus: Say rather that the 
question is, what were the terms of the contract, whether freight 
was to be due in respect of those put on board or of those landed? 
As to the case in which this cannot be made out, here it will 
suffice for the shipmaster to prove that the man was put on board. 
1. If you hired a ship on the terms that your goods were to be 
carried in her, and the shipmaster, knowing that you did not wish 
it, and hot under any pressure of necessity, transferred your goods 
to a worse ship, and your goods were lost with the ship in which 
they were last carried, you have an action ex condueto loeato 
against the master of the first ship. Paulus : This is by no means 

^ For ’irdKig. read ’ixapl^ Of. M. 

* For brifiAnam read btffuxrmv&v. C£ M, 



390 


On th& Rhodian Law of Jettison [book xiv 

the case supposing ^both ships were lost on the voyage, since the 
event was not a consequence of doJm or negligence of the sailors. 
The rule will be the s^ime if the first shipmaster, detained by the 
public authority, was prevented fi'om sailing with yom* goods. 
The same rule wiC apply if he took thfe contract fi”om you on the 
condition that he should pay you a certain penalty unless by an 
agreed day he had landed your goods in the place for carriage to 
which you had handed over the goods^ and it was through no fault 
of his that he did not wait^ though the penalty was [in fact] remitted 
to him. We shall have to lay down the same rule in the same 
kind of hypothesis, if it is proved that the shipmaster, prevented 
by illness, was incapable of making the voyage, or again if the ship 
became unseaworthy without dolm modus or negligence on his part. 
2. If you have hired a ship of the capacity of two thousand 
ampharoB and have put cmphorce on board you owe the freight 
for two thousand amphorce. Paulus: Naturally if the ship was 
hired as a whole {per aversimem) you owe for two thousand 
a/mphoroe, but if the fi’eight was fiixed according to the number of 
amphcrroe put on board, the rule is the contrary one ; for you owe 
the freight for as many amphorce as you shipped. 


III. 

On the Institoeian Action. 

1 Ulpianus {on the Edict 28) The Prsetor has thought it 
fair that, just as we derive profits from the administration of 
institores, so also we should be bound by, and liable to be sued on, 
their contracts. But he does not make the same provision with 
regard to the person who has appointed an histUor, that he also 
may sue. If indeed he had his own slave as institor, he may rest 
secure, as the rights of action are acquired to him. If however [he 
has appointed] either another man’s slave, or even a freeman, he 
will not be able to sue, but he will nevertheless be able to.sue the 
insUtor himself or his master, either on mandatu/m or on voluntary 
agency {negotAorvm gestormri). But Marcellus holds that an 
action should be given to the person who appointed the institor 
against those who have contracted with him, 

* For ipeciarei read exipeelaret. C£ M. 


^ locatset. Cf. M. 
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• Gaius (on tJm provincial Edict 9) in the fonn applicable 
to the mode in which the institor contracted, provided that he 
cannot protect his interests in any other wa^. 


Ulpiahus (on the Edixst 28) An instito^' :^s so called because 
he intervenes (instet) in conducting a transaction, and it is of no 
gi-eat importance whether it is a shop that he is appointed to 
manage or any other sort of business. 


Paxtlus (on the Edict 30) for they sometimes take goods to 
the [houses of] people of good position and sell them there. The 
place at which the selling and buying occurs does not affect the 
basis of the action, since in each case it is true that the imtitor 
has bought or sold. 


TJlpianus (oji tAe Edict 28) Thus, to whatsoever business 
he has been appointed, he will be rightly called an institor. 1, For 
Servius, also (o7i Brvtm b, 1), says that if any business is done 
with the manager of a set of flats, or with a man whom you have 
appointed to look after a building, or to buy corn, you will be 
liable in full, 2, Labeo has also said that one who has appointed [a 
man] to lend money at interest, to cultivate lands, or to carry on 
commercial dealings, or to undertake public contracts, is liable in 
Ml, 3, So also if a man has put a slave in charge of a money- 
changer’s table, he will be liable on his account, 4. And it is also 
established that those to whom clothiers and linen weavers give 
clothing to be hawked and sold, whom we commonly call circitores, 
are properly described as institores. 6, So too we may rightly 
call mule drivers institores, 6, and the managers appointed^ by 
fullers and tailors, Stablekeepers also are to be considered as 
holding the position of institores. 1. Further, Labeo tells us that 
if a shopkeeper sends his slave about the country to buy merchan- 
dise, and send it to him, he is to be considered as in the position of 
an institor. 8, The same writer says that if an undertaker has a 
slave employed to prepare corpses for burial, and he robs a corpse, 
an Mtion on the lines of the institorian action should be given 
against him, although the action on furtwm and that on irynHa 
are both available, 9, Labeo says further that if a baker 
was in the habit of sending his slave to a certain place to seU 
bread, and then he (the slave), having taken money in advance from 
some people® to deliver bread to them eveiy day, Mled to do so, 

1 ^oe prcep<^u» TnaA prcepositog, C£ M. 

* After prcetmti ins. a quibmdam, M. 
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there is no reason to doubt that [the baker] will be liable if he 
authorized the giving of money to him in tliis way. 10. And farther 
where a fuller, setting out on a journey had requested that orders 
should be given to his apprentices, to whom he had handed over 
the shop fully equipped, after whose departure an apprentice had 
received clothing and run away, the fuller is not liable if the 
apprentice was left as pro/pwrator, but if it was as imtitor, he 
is liable. Of course if he told me I might safely trust his workmen, 
he will be liable not to the institorian action, but to that on locatio. 
11. It is not however every transaction with the institor which binds 
the person who appointed him, but only cases in which the contract 
was made with reference to the matter to which he was appointed, 
that is to say only to that^ to which he appointed him. 12. Accord- 
ingly if I have apjMJinted a man to sell goods I shall be liable on 
his account to the action on purchase, and again, if, as it may be, 
I have appointed him to buy, I shall be liable only to the action on 
sale, but (and Cassius also adopts this view) one will not be bound 
if he was appointed to buy and he sells, or he was appointed to 
sell and he buys. 13. However if a person lends money to an 
mstitor appointed to buy there is ground for the institorian action, 
and similarly if he was appointed to pay the rent for the shop; 
this I believe to be true, supposing he was not forbidden to borrow. 
14. If a loan of oil is made to a person whom I have appointed to 
buy and sell oil, the I'ule will be tha,t the institorian action is avail- 
able. 16. So also, if an institor, when he had sold some oil, took a 
ring by way of earnest, and does not return it, his master is liable to 
the institorian action, for the contract had reference to the business 
to which he was appointed, unless, indeed, he was instructed to 
sell for cash. It follows that' if the institor happened to take 
a pledge for the price, the institorian action will be available. 
16. Again, the institorian action is available to a guarantor who 
intervened on behalf of the institor, for this is a consequence of 
his transaction. 17. If an institor has been appointed by some- 
one, but the person who appointed him is dead, and there is an 
heir to him, who employs the same institor, there can be no doubt 
that he will be liable. Moreover if a contract was made with him 
before the inheritance was entered on, it is Mr that the institorian 
action should be given to one not aware of the ftcts. 18. Again, 
if my procurator, tutor or curator has appointed an mstitor, it 

^ For imperarei read imperaretur, Cf. M. 

^ For ad id read id ad, C£ M. 
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must be said that the institorian action should be given as if he 
had been appointed by me. 

Pattlus {on the Edict 30) But the ‘institorian action will 
also be available against ^the procurator hinjself, if he was a 
general procurator. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 28 ) And further, if anyone, volun- 
tarily acting in my affairs, appoints [an institorl, and I ratify the 
act, the same rule must be laid down. 1. It matters little who is 
the institor, male or female, free or your own slave or the slave of 
someone else. Also [it is indifferent] who the person appointing^ 
is: for if a woman has appointed, the institorian action will be 
available, as the exercitorian is, and if a woman is appointed she 
herself will also be liable. Moreover if a woman under jpotestos, or 
a female slave, is appointed, the institorian action is available. 
2. A child who is institor binds the person who appointed him by 
the institorian action, since he has himself to blame for appointing 
him, 

Gaius {on the provindcd Edict 9) for, again, many people 
appoint boys and girls to manage shops. 

ULPiAmrs {on the Edict 28) However, if the person who 
appoints is himself a child under guardianship, he will be bound if 
the appointment was with the sanction of the tvior, but not 
otherwise. 

Gaius (o7i the provindcd Edict 9) But an action will never- 
theless lie against him so far as he is enriched by the transaction. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 28) But if a child under guardian- 
ship becomes heir to the person who appointed, it is perfectly just 
that the child should be liable so long as he remains in charge, for 
he should have been removed by the tvtores if they did not wish to 
avafl themselves of his assistance. 1. Further, if the person who 
appointed was a minor under 25, he will not be relieved on account 
of non-age without enquiry into the matter. 2. A man is not 
consider^ to hold the position of one in charge of a business if a 
aotice is publicly set up that there is to be no contracting with him : 
the rule is not indeed that there may be dealing with an institor 
3nly if it is permitted, but that one who wishes to prevent contract 
frith him must prohibit it : apart from this the person who appointed 

^ For cpmguU prc^mtdt read quit tit qm prcepottdt. M. 
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him Tvill be bound by the appointment itself. 3. Publicly set 
up is understood as meaning, in plain letters, so that the notice 
can be easily read ^orn the gi’ound, that is, in the front of the shop 
or place where the business is carried on, not in an obscure place 
but in the open. ' May it be in Greek or must it be in Latin? 

I think this is according to the character of the place, so that there 
may be no ground for a plea of inability to understand the writing. 
Assuredly if anyone pleads that he cannot read writing or had not 
observed what was set up, while in fact many people read it and it 
was openly posted up, he will not be listened to. 4. It is necessary 
that the notice be permanently set up, otherwise if the contract was 
made at a time when there was no notice posted up, or it was 
hidden, the institorian action will lie. In like manner if the owner 
of the merchandise put up a notice but someone else took it away, 
or by the effect of time, or of rains or anything of that sort, the 
result produced was^ that there was no notice or none was apparent, 
it must be held that the person who appointed is liable. So if the 
institor himself, with the intention of deceiving me, took it down, 
his dolus ought to affect tlie person who appointed him, unless the 
other contracting party was privy to the dolus. 5. A condition on 
the appointment must be taken into account, for what ai’e we to 
say if the employer wished dealings with him to be made under a 
certain condition, or with the cooperation of a certain person, or 
with security, or in a certain matter ? It is eminently just that the 
purpose of his appointment should be regarded. So too if he had 
several institores and "wished contracts to be made with all together, 
or only with a particular one. And again if he gives notice to any- 
one not to contract with him he is not liable to the institorian 
action : for we can prohibit both a certain person and a certain class 
of persons or traders from contracting, or we may permit it to certain 
persons. But if he has forbidden contract now with this man and 
now with that, with continual changes, all of them are entitled to 
the institorian action against him, for persons making contracts 
ought not to be misled. 6. If however the employer absolutely 
prohibited any contract with him, then he is not considered to be 
in the position of one put in charge of the business, since he is 
rather in the position of a caretaker than in that of instUor: he 
will not therefore be able to sell anything, not the merest trifle, 
out of the shop. 7. If the institorian action has been rightly 
brought the tributorian action is excluded by direct operation of 
law, for there can be no tributorian action in relation to the 

1 contigit, C£ M. 
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master’s goods [as opposed to the pemlium]. But if he was not 
an imtitoi- of his master.’s goods the tributofian action survives. 
8. If I hire from your slave the services of his underslave, and 
make him iiistitor of my goods, and he sells an article to you, this 
is a purchase, for when a master buys from his Slave, though he is 
not legally bound, there is a purchase, even to this extent that the 
master may possess and acquire by long possession, as a buyer, 

Jtjlianus {Digest 11) and accordingly you will have an 
actio vtUis imtitoria against me, while I, on the other hand, shall 
have against you either an action on the peculmm of the managing 
slave {dispemator), if I choose to proceed eso eo^idmto, or on the 
peciditm of the underslave on the ground of having given him a 
mandatwm to sell, and the price at which you bought may be 
considered as applied to your concerns {in rem tuam versmn) 
on the ground that you became a debtor to your own slave. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 28) A man had appointed a slave 
to manage an oil business at Arles, and the same slave to borrow 
money : he had borrowed money : the creditor, thinking the money 
had been received for the oil business, brought the action in ques- 
tion but could not prove that the slave had received it for the 
purpose of the business. Although the right of action is consumed, 
ind he can take no further proceedings on the ground that he was 
ilso appointed to receive loans of money, yet Julianus holds that 
in aetio vtilis is available to him. 1. But it must be borne in mind 
that the master is liable to the institorian action only if there has 
been no supersession {novatio) of the obligation, either by the 
Institor or by some third person who makes a stipulation with the 
ntention of superseding it. 2. If two or more persons are carrying 
m a shop and they appoint as imtitor a slave whom they held in 
mequal shares, Julianus asks whether they are liable in proportion 
-o their shares in him, or equally, or in proportion to their shares 
n the business, or for the whole debt. And he says that the better 
new is that, as in the case of exerdtores and of the action on the 
yecuM/um, any one of them can be sued for the whole debt, and 
vhatevgr he who was sued has paid he will recover by the action on 
)artnership or by that for the division of common property. This 
•pinion we have also approved above. 

Pattlijs {on Plmdim 4) It will be the same if a third 
•arson’s slave has been appointed to a business owned in common, 
or an action for the whole debt ought to be given against either 
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owner, and of whatever either of them has paid he will recover a 
share by the action on partnership or by that for the division of 
common property. ^ Certainly in any case in which the action on 
partnership or that for division of common property is not available 
it is clear law thaf'each is liable to condemnation only for his part, 
as, for instance, if he to whose slave money was lent, having 
instituted two heirs, fi*eed the slave, for each heir is to be sued 
only in respect of his part, because the action for division is not 
available between them. 

15 TJlpiakus {on the Edict 28) Finally it should be noted 
that these actions are available without limitation of time and both 
to and against heirs. 

16 Paulus {on the Edict 29) If a contract is made with any- 
one’s bailiff {mlicus) no action lies against the employer, for a 
bailiff is appointed to collect produce, not to trade. If however 
I have a bailiff who is also appointed to sell goods it is not unfair 
that an action on the model of the institorian action should lie 
against me. 

L7 The same {on the Edict 30) If a man is appointed to buy and 
sell slaves or beasts of burden or stock, not only is the institorian 
action available against the employer, but also the redhibitorian 
and that on the stipulation for double or single value are available 
against him for the whole claim. 1. If you have the slave of Titius 
as institor I can proceed either against you under this edict or 
against Titius under the edicts considered below. But if you 
forbade dealing with him there can be an action only against 
Titius. 2. If a child under fourteen becomes heir to a father who 
had mstitores, and thereupon there is dealing with them it must be 
said that an action lies against the child, on the ground of advan- 
tage to the common course of trade, as in the case in which, after 
the death of a tutor with whose sanction an imtitor was appointed, 
there is dealing with him. 3. Pomponius also has laid it down 
that an action should certainly be given on account of a contract 
which came into existence before the inheritance was entered on, 
even though the person who becomes heir is insane ; for ito blame 
attaches to one who, knowing that the employer has died, contracts 
with the institor carrying on the business. 4. Proculus says 
that if I give you notice not to lend to a slave appointed by me 
there is ground for the eocceptw : ‘^if he (defendant) did not notify 
him (plaintiff) not to lend to that slave.” But if he has peaulium 
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or proceeds of that contract have been applied to my affairs^, 
and I am not vrilling to^ pay to the extent df my enrichment, a 
r&plicatio on the ground of dolus malus should be used, for I must 
be considered to have committed dolus mdlus in seeking to profit 
by another’s loss. 5. It is, true that a condictiotynA also lie in this 
case. 

18 The same (Vavncms Passages) * An institor is one who is 
appointed to a shop or place to buy or sell, or is appointed to such 
a function with no specification of place. 

19 Papinianus {Respmsa 3) An actio wtilis on the model of 
the institorian action will be given against one who appointed a 
promrator to borrow money, and this will be equally true where 
HoepTocwrator who has promised money, in answer to a person stipu- 
lating, is solvent. 1. If a master who had a slave institor at a table 
for receiving deposits of money, also, after he has freed the slave, 
carries on the same business through the lihertus, the conditions 
of liability will not be affected by the change of status. 2. A son 
appointed by his father, to manage a shop, borrowed money for 
purposes connected with his merchandise: his father became 
guarantor for him : proceedings by the institorian action will also 
lie against him, for by his guaranty he associated the case of 
borrowing money with the trade of the shop. 3. A slave appointed 
solely for the purpose of lending money at interest does not as 
institor^ make his owner liable in full, under praetorian law, by 
taking a debt on himself by way of surety, but with regard to money 
which he promised to a third person by way of substituted liability 
{delegatio) on behalf of one to whom® he lent at interest, an action 
will rightly lie against the owner, who has acquired a claim for 
money lent against the person who offered the substitute. 

20 So.arvoLA {Digest 5) Lucius Titius had a l/Sbertus, appointed 
to manage a money-changer’s table which he was conducting; this 
man gave an undertaking to Gains Seius in these words : “ Octavius 
Terminalis, managing the affairs of Octavius Felix, to Domitius 
Felix greeting. You have 1000 denarii in the bank of my patron, 
and I shall be bound to pay over these denarii to you on the last 
day of April.” It was asked whether, Lucius Titius having died 
without an heir, and his goods having been sold, Terminalis could 
be sued at law on this letter. The answer was that neither was he 

1 The words ex eo contractu are to be placed after attf. C£ M. 

^ Tor institorem read metitor. 0£ M. ® Tor qui read cui. C£ M. 
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bound in law by these words, nor did there exist any equity tp 
base a claim against him, since he wrote^ this in the course of his 
duty as imtitor in support of the credit of the business. 


• IV. 

On the Tmbutorian Action. 

1 Ulpiancs (o»i the Edict 29) The utility of this edict also 
is not small, since a master, who, apart from it, has a privilege in 
cases of contract by a slave (inasmuch as he is liable only to the 
extent of the peeulium, the assessment of which is made subject to 
the deduction of what is due to the master), is however required 
under this edict to rank for dividend like an outside creditor, if he 
knew that the slave was trading with property of the pemlivm. 
1. Though the expression merchandise is rather narrow, so that it 
does not apply to slaves who are fullers or tailors or weavers or 
slavedealers, yet, according to Pedius (b. 15), the edict is to be 
extended to businesses of all kinds. 2. Merchandise of the 
pemlivm is not to be defined in the way in which pecidium is, for 
pemlivm is understood subject to a deduction of what is due to 
the master, but merchandise of the pecvlivm renders the master 
liable to the tributorian action, even though there is nothing in 
the pemlivm [beyond what is due to him], but^ only if the 
business is carried on with his knowledge. 3. In this case the 
knowledge to be understood is that which includes assent, or 
rather, as I think, not assent but tolerance ; the master need not 
desire it, but must not disapprove it. Thus if he knows the facts, 
and makes no protest and opposition, he will be liable to the 
tributorian action. 4. The word potestas is to be extended to 
both sexes; and also to all those who are under the domestic 
control of another. 5. The tributorian action will apply not only 
to slaves but also to those who are m apparent slavery to us 
in good faith, whether they are free or the slaves of someqne else 
or slaves in whom we have a usufruct, 

2 PAtmus {on the Edict 30) provided however that the wares 
traded with in connexion with the pemdnim belong to us. 


^ Ins. at . M. 
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3 Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) If however it is a common 
slave and both owners know the facts, the action will lie against 
either of them, but if ond knows and the othsr was ignorant, the 
action will lie against the one who knows ; whatever is due to the 
one who was not informed will however be deducted in fuU. If 
action is brought against tlie one who was not privy, since he is 
sued on the pecfulium, what is due to the one who was, will also be 
deducted, and that in fuU, for, if he were sued by the action on the 
peodivm, what was due to him would be deducted in fulL And 
so Julianus has laid it down {Digest b. 12). 1. If the slave of a 

child under guardianship, or of a lunatic, trades with merchandise 
of the peeidivm to the knowledge of the tutor or curator it is my 
opinion that the dolus of the tutor or curator' should not prejudice 
the ward or lunatic, or be, on the other hand, a source of pi’ofit to 
him, and consequently, that he should be liable to the tributorian 
action, by reason of dohis of the tuU»\ only to the extent of any 
profit that may have come to him : I think the same also in the 
case of a lunatic. Pomponius however holds {Letters b. 8) that 
if the tutor is solvent the ward is liable on account of his fraud, 
and it is clear that he will be liable to this extent, that he must 
assign the action he has against the tutor. Moreover if there was 
dolus on the part of the ward, he being of such an age as to be 
capable of dolus, this has the effect of making him liable, although 
knowledge on his part would not be enough, in respect of the 
trading. What then is the conclusion ? It is that knowledge on 
the part of the tutor and mrator ought to create liability to this 
action: to what extent dol/us creates liability I have shown. 

Paulus {on the Edict 30) If the ward whose tutor was 
aware [of the trading] is guilty of dolus after reaching puberty, or 
the lunatic, when he is of sound mind, they are liable under this 
edict. 

UiiPiANUS {on the Edict 29) But Pomponius does not 
doubt, nor do we, that knowledge and dblus of a procurator 
create liability. 1. When an underslave of my slave carries on 
trade, if this is actually with my knowledge I shall be liable to the 
tributorian action : if I am not aware of it but the principal slave 
is, Pomponius tells us (b. 60) that an action on his peeuMum is 
available and that nothing is to be deducted from the peoulium of 
the underslave in respect of what he owes to the principal slave, 
while what is due to me is deducted. If however we were both 
aware of the fiicts, the same authority holds that both the 
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tributorian action and that on the pe&ulim/i are available, the 
tributorian on account of the underslave but that on the peeuli'um 
in respect of the •'principal slave (the plaintiff however being 
required to elect under which action he prefers to proceed), but on 
the terms that both what is due to ipe and what is due to the 
principal slave will have to rank for dividend in the tributorian 
action, while, if the principal slave had not been privy, whatsoever 
was due to him from the underslave would have been deducted in 
fiilL 2. And, again, if a female slave carries on trade, it is held 
that the tributorian action is to be allowed. 3. So, too, it matters 
little whether the contract is with the slave himself or with his 
institor. 4. [The words] “in respect of the business” {rmreis 
nomine) are very properly added, lest every kind of dealing carried 
on with him should give rise to the tributorian action. 5. The 
law is that under this action eveiything received from the stock in 
trade or in respect of it must be divided. 6. Those who hold the 
slave in potestas are summoned to rank for dividend with the 
creditors of the concern. 7. The question has however been raised 
whether the master shares in the division of the goods only in 
respect of wliat is due to him in connexion therewith, or also if in 
fact anything is due to him on another account. And Labeo lays it 
down that [the rule applies] on whatever account money is due to 
him, and that it mattera little^ whether the slave became indebted 
to him before the trading began or afterwards, for it is enough 
that he has lost the privilege of deduction. 8. What, however, is 
to be said, if those who made contracts with the slave have taken 
the goods in pledge ? I think it must be held that they are to be 
preferred to the master, by right of pledge. 9. Whether the 
indebtedness is to the master or to those who are in his potestas, 
in any case it must rank for dividend. 10. If there are two or 
more masters, a dividend will certainly be payable to each of them 
in proportion to his debt. 11. It is not however the whole 
pecidivm which is available for division, but only that which is 
connected with the business, whether there is existing merchan- 
dise, or the value of it has been received and devoted to the 
peeulium. 12. Moreover if money is still due on account of goods 
from persons to whom the slave was in the habit of selling, this 
also will be available for division, as it is received. 13. If this slave 
has in the shop, besides the stock, utensils of trade, are these also 
available fur distribution? And Labeo lays it down that these too 


1 For r^erret read referre. 0£ M. 
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will be divided, and this is perfectly just ; for this outfit is com- 
monly, indeed always, provided out of the fuhds of the business. 
Things other than these however which he had In the joecwZmJW. will 
not be distributed, say, for instance, he had* gold or silver, except 
in the case in which he ha^ acquired them witb the capital of the 
business. 14. So too if he had in the business slaves acquired by 
means of the stock, these also will b§ part of the divisible fund. 

15. If the slave had several creditors, but some of them wei'e in 
respect of particular businesses, are they all to be grouped 
together aud summoned to share in the distribution ? Suppose he 
was carrying on two kinds of business, those, let us say, of mantle 
making and linen weaving, and had separate creditors. My view 
is that they must be summoned to distribution separately, for each 
of them gave credit to the concern rather than to the man. 

16. Further^ if he had two shops doing the same kind of trade, 
and I did business, say, with the shop in the Bucinum quarter and 
another dealt with that across the Tiber, I think it most fair that 
the distribution should be made separately, lest one set of creditors 
be paid out of the goods or property of the other*. 17. Clearly if 
goods were being offered for sale in the same shop, even though 
those now there were acquired with money of one creditor, they 
vnll all be available for distribution unless they were pledged to 
the creditor. 18. But if I have handed over my goods for sale, and 
they still exist, the question must be considered whether it is not 
unfair that I should be required to rank for dividend. If, indeed, 
my right has become a mere personal claim against you, it is a 
case for distribution; where however it has not done so, since sold 
property does not cease to be mine, even though I have sold it, 
unless the money is paid or a guarantor given, or satisfaction made 
in some other way, in that case the rule will be that I can bring a 
vindication. 19. The distribution is made in proportion to the 
amount due to each, and thus if one creditor appears, requesting a 
distribution, he wiU receive his portion in full, but since it may 
happen that there may be another creditor or other creditors of the 
business carried on with the pemliwm, this creditor must give 
security that he will refund proportionately if it happens that 
other creditors present themselves. 

6 PAXrLtrs {on the Edict 30) For this action does not, like 
that on the peculivm, give a more advantageous position to the 
first claimant, but puts all in the same position, whenever claiming. 

* Omit alii dammm teniiant, M. 

S6 


^ For aed read sed e(. Ot M. 
u. J. II. 
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UiiPiANTJS {on the Edict 29) He ought also to give security; 
that, if anything else should turn out to^be due to the master, he 
will make a proportionate refund to him. For suppose a con- 
ditional debt is impending, or there is an undiscovered debt, this 
also must be allowed, since the master ought not to suffer injustice 
though he is called on to share in the distribution. 1. But how if 
the master will not distribute the goods or undertake this trouble- 
some matter, but is ready to give up the peculivm or the 
merchandise ? Pedius puts it on record that he is to be listened 
to, which opinion has justice in it, and it will usually be the duty 
of the Praetor to appoint an arbitrator in this matter, by whose 
mediation the merchandise of the pecnlium may be distributed. 
2. If, owing to the dolus malus of anyone, distribution in the 
proper way is prevented, the tributorian action lies against hi m to 
compel him to make good the amount by which what was dis- 
tributed was less than what ought to have been distributed. By this 
action a check is placed on the dolus malus of the master. It is 
considered to be distributing too little if nothing at aU is dis- 
tributed. If, however, not knowing what the slave has in stock, 
he distributes too little, he is not considered to have done so with 
dolus, but if, on learning the facts, he fails to distribute it, he is 
not now free from dolus. In like manner if he procures payment 
to himself out of this merchandise he may be certainly said to have 
distributed less [than was due]. 3. Further if he has allowed the 
stock to go to waste, or has misapplied it or has intentionally sold 
it at too low a price, or has not made buyers pay the price, he 
must be held liable to the tributorian action, assuming that his 
action was wilftil. 4. Again, if the master denies that anything is 
due to anyone at all, we must consider whether there is a case for 
the tributorian action. And the better opinion is that of Labeo, 
that the tributorian action is available : othervrise it will be to the 
advantage of the master to deny. 5. This action is available both 
without limit of time, and against the heir, to the extent only of 
what he has received, 

JlTLlAiTUS {Digest 11) because the action is not one on 
dolus but involves a claim of property. For this reason even 
though the slave be dead, the master, and his heir also, should be 
held liable, without limitation of time, for the act of the deceased, 
although the action is available only if doJm has been committed. 

UiiPlANUs {on the Edict 29) What is laid down as to 
the heir will also apply to other successors. 1. A man must 
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.choose by which action he will proceed, whether by that on the 
p&mlimn, or by the tribi^torian action, since lie knows that he will 
not be able to fall back on the other. Of course if a man desires to 
bring the tributorian action on one claim and that on the peeidiwm 
on another, he should be listened to. 2. Labeo holds that, if the 
peeulivm is left to a slave freed by will, the heir ought not to be 
liable to the tributorian action, as neither having received any- 
thing nor committed dolus. But Pomponius (b. 60) has laid it 
down that the heir is liable to the tributorian action, unless he has 
taken care to get security from the slave or has deducted fi'om 
the pecvlium what ought to have been distributed, a view which is 
not without reason, since he who has so acted as to prevent 
distribution is himself the promoter of dolus. For the action 
against the heir, limited to what he has received, lies when he is 
sued in respect of dolus of the deceased, not when he is sued on 
his own. 

10 PATiLtrs (on the Edict 30) The action on the peeuliuni can 
be brought against a buyer of the slave also : the tributorian action 
cannot. 

11 Gaius (o« the provincial Edict 9) It is sometimes advan- 
tageous for plaintiffs to proceed by the action on the peeulmm 
rather than by the tributorian, for, in the action which we are 
discussing, only that comes in for division which is included in the 
merchandise with which the business is carried on, and whatever 
has been received in respect of it, but in the action on the 
pee/idium the whole amount of the pecfuUwm is taken into account, 
in which the merchandise also is included. And it may be that 
the business is being carried on with a half or a third or even a 
less part of the peculium : it may also be the case that he owes 
nothing to his father or owner. 

12 JULIANUS (Digest 12) One man sues the master on account 
of the slave, by the action limited to the peculium ; another sues 
by the tributorian action: the question was raised whether the 
master ought to deduct from ihe peculium what he will be pajdng 
to the plaintiff in the tributorian action. The answer was : pro- 
ceedings can be brought by the tributorian action only in a case in 
which the master, in distributing the value of the merchandise, has 
not satisfied the terms of the Praetor’s edict ; that is, when he has de- 
ducted a greater part of his own debt than he has divided among the 
creditors, for instance, if, when the stock was worth 30 of which he 
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himself had advanced 15, but two outside creditors had advanced. 
30, he deducted the whole 15 and gave th§i creditors the remaining 
15, when the right Sourse was to deduct only 10 and to give the 
creditors 10 each. It fellows that when he has acted in this way, 
he is not to be con^dered as having freed the slave from liability to 
him, because he has still to pay five on his account in the tributorian 
action. Accordingly if proceedings on the pm.dium are begun, 
there being, let us suppose, other than this stock in trade, 

he will be entitled to deduct five as being stiU a creditor of the 
slave. 


V. 

Dealings alleged to have been had with a person in 

THE P0TESTA8 OP ANOTHER. 

1 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 9) The proconsul makes 
every provision that one who has contracted with a person in the 
potestas of another, even though the above-mentioned actions, 
that is to say, the exercitorian, the institorian or the tributorian, be 
not available, may yet come by his own, so far as the state of the 
case permits, having r^ard to considerations of equity and good 
conscience. For, if the transaction was entered on with the 
authorisation of the person in whose potestas he is, he pro- 
mises an action for the full amount in respect of it : if on the 
other hand it was not with his authority, but proceeds have been 
devoted to his purposes, he creates an action to the extent of the 
application to his purposes : if again it was neither of these, he 
establishes an action to the extent of the pecvUvm. 

2 Ulpianijs {on the Edict 29) The Praetor says, “after 
enquiry I will give an action to the extent of what he is able to 
pay against a person who is emancipated or disinherited or has 
abstained from the inheritance of one in whose potestas at death 
he was, whether the business was done of his own motion or on the 
authorisation of the person in whose potestae he was, and Whether 
the proceeds were applied to the purposes of the peculivm or to 
the concerns of the person in whose potestas he was.” 1. More- 
over if he has become independent {sui juris) without emancipation 
or has been given in adoption and thereafter his natural fether has 
died, and again, if such a person has been appointed heir for a 
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very small share, it is most just that this action should be given 
against him also, after enquiry into the facte, to the extent of his 
ability to pay. * 

3 The satvte {Dispviations 3) Whether in this case what is 
due to others should be deducted may afford matter for discussion. 
Certainly if they are creditors who contracted with him when he 
was in the potestas of another, the borrect rule will be that the 
first claimant has the better position, except in the case in which a 
creditor with a special priority appears, for, not without reason, 
account will be taken of this prior claimant. But if there are 
creditors who contracted with him after he became independent, it 
is my opinion that they should be taken into account 

4 The same {on the Edict 29) But if the son is appointed 
heir for a considerable share, it rests in the choice of the creditor 
whether he will sue him for the whole debt, or for the fraction of 
it due from him as heir. But here too it is the duty of the judge 
to determine whether on the facts he is to be sued only to the 
extent of his ability to pay^ 1. But sometimes, even if the son is 
disinherited or emancipated, an action will be given against him for 
the full amount due, as, for instance, if at the time when the 
contract was made with him he falsely declared himself to be apater- 
fomUias, for Marcellus has laid it down {Digest b. 2) that even if 
he has not the means to pay he is liable to be sued, by reason of 
his falsehood. 2. Though on his contracts an action lies against 
him [only] to the extent of his means, he is nevertheless liable in 
full on his delicts. 3. Relief is given to the son alone, not to his 
heir as well, for Pomponius, also, tells us {Qvsstions b. 9) that an 
action for the whole debt lies against the son’s heir. 4. But 
should not lapse of time be taken mto account, so that if pro- 
ceedings are actually brought against the son at once the action is 
given to the extent of his capacity to pay, but if it is after many 
years there should be no such indulgence ? And it is my view that 
account should be taken [of this] : for the enquiry into the facts 
will go into this. 5. One who has sued on the pecvUvm when he 
might have sued on the basis of authorisation is in the position of 
not bbing able afterwards to bring the action on an authorised 
conti’aci^ and so thinks Proculus. But if he sued on the 
pecalivm owing to his having been deceived as to the facts, Oelsus 
holds that relief should be afforded to him. This opinion is sound. 


^ Text probably corrupt Of. M. 
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Paxjlus {on the Edict 30) If a filiusfamilias has been sued ^ 
ind condemned duriiig the life of his father, an action on the 
judgment should be given against him to the extent of his capacity 
;o pay, if he has been’ emancipated or disinherited, 1. If the 
nheritance of the father is transferred under the Senatusconmltum 
TrehelUanum to a son who was disinherited, he should be con- 
iemned to pay not to the extent of his means but the whole debt, 
dnce in effect he is in a sense heir. 2. But if he has intermeddled 
with the inheritance, under compulsion, with the intention of 
transferring it, the course followed should be exactly as if he had 
abstained. 

Ulpianus {Disputations 2) A man who has pretended to 
be a paterfamilias and has made a stipulation on the mandatmn 
of someone is, according to Marcellus, liable to the action on 
mandatum, though he be not in a position to pay the amount due ; 
and it is obviously true that he ought to be liable, since he has 
committed dolm. The same may also be said of all actions resting 
on good faith. 

SCJBVOLA {Respoma 1) A father allowed a son to borrow 
money, and gave a mandatum by letter to the creditor to lend to 
him : the son became heir to the father for a very small share. I 
answered that it lay in the discretion of the creditor whether he 
would prefer to sue the son to whom he had lent the money for 
the whole amount, or the heirs, each in proportion to the share to 
which he succeeded. But the son is condemned to the extent of 
his ability to pay, 

Paxjlus {Decrees 1) Titianus Primus had appointed a slave 
to lend nioneys and take pledges : this slave was also in the habit 
of undertaking, on behalf of dealers in barley, debts arising from 
purchase, and paying them. The slave having run away, and the 
person to whom he had been given as a substituted debtor 
{delegatus)^ to pay the price of the barley, having sued the master 
on account of the institor^ he^ denied that he could be sued on 
this account, for the man had not been appointed for this traffic. 
But as it was proved that the same slave had engaged in, other 
transactions and had hired granaries and had paid money to many 
people, the prefect of the grain supply gave judgment against the 
master. We contended that this appeared to be a sort of guaranty, 
since he was paying money for another, for^ he undertook debt for 


^ Ills. is. M. 


For non read nam. Cf. M. 
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.others, but that it was not the practice to give an action against 
the master on this ground, and that it did* not seem^ that the 
master had authorised this. But, as he appeared to have appointed 
the slave to act for him in all these matters, the emperor upheld 
the judgment. , , 


VI. 

On the SENATmOONSULTOM Maobdonianum. 

1 Ulpiantts {on the Edict 29) The terms of the Smatm- 
consfidtum Maeedonianwn are as follows : “Whereas Macedo, to the 
other causes of wickedness which nature bestowed on him, added 
also indebtedness, and (to say no more) one who lends money on 
dubious obligations often provides evil dispositions with means of 
ill-doing, it is enacted that to one who has lent money to a flius- 
famUias no action or claim be given even after the death of his 
parent, so that those who, setting a most evil example, lend money 
at interest may know that no acknowledgment of a filivsfamUias 
can be made a good claim by waiting till the death of the father.” 
1. If the question whether the son is in potestas is in suspense, for 
instance because he has a father in the enemy’s hands, the question 
whether there has been an infringement of the senatmeonsvdtwm 
is in suspense. For if he relapses into potestas the smatnis- 
consvtfmn operates; if he does not it has no application; therefore 
in the mean time an action should be refused. 2. Certainly, if a 
person who has been arrogated borrows money and afterwards gets 
an order of restitution, so that he is to be emancipated, the 
senatusconsvdtvm will apply, for he was z. filiiisfcmiUas. 3. Official 
position in a JUimfamUias has no force to prevent the Senalm- 
cemmltum Mcuxdoniamm from applying ; for though he be Consul 
or of what dignity you vfill, the setuxtusconsidtum applies, unless 
indeed he has a military peeulivm, for in that case the semttm- 
eomuMum vdll not operate, 

4 » 

2 The same {on the Edict 64) so ftir as the military pemtivm 
extends, since fUifa/mluis are in the position of independent 
citizens in respect of the military 


1 For videtur read mderi, C£ M. 
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3 The same {on the Edict 29) If a person lielieved a man to 
be a paterfamiliasf not being misled by mere foolishness or 
ignorance of law, but because he app&red as a paterfamUiae 
publicly, to people generally, and was in the habit of acting, 
contracting, and §xecuting the duties of offices, as such, the 
seriatusconsvltum will not apply. 1. Accordingly Julianus tells us 
(b. 12) that the senatuscormiltum does not apply in the case of 
one who was in the habit "of farming the public revenues, and 
there have been frequent imperial enactments to this effect. 
2. So also in the case of one who could not know whether the man 
was filimfamiUas, Julianus (b. 12) says that the senatmcovmdtmn, 
does not apply, for example, in the case of a child under guardian- 
ship or a person under twenty-five years of age. But in the case 
of the minor relief should also be given, by the Praetor, after 
enquiry ; while in that of the ward he was justified also on another 
ground in saying that the senatmecmsvdtvm would not apply, since 
the money which the ward hands over without the sanction of his 
tutor does not become a loan, just as Julianus himself says (b. 12), 
that, if &JilmsfamUia8 lends, the serMtuscovmMwm does not apply, 
as the money does not become a loan even though he had the free 
administration of the pec/ulium. For the father in giving the 
right of free administration of the pecvUvm does not authorise the 
throwing of it away; and therefore, he says, the right of specific 
vindication of the money remains to the father. 3. It is only one 
who has lent money to a JUivefamiliae who offends against the 
senatmcomultvm, not one who has contracted otherwise, for 
instance one who has sold or let on hire, or contracted in some 
other way; for it was the giving of money which was considered 
dangerous to their parents. And therefore, although I have become 
a creditor of SiJiMusfoimUias either on the ground of a purchase, or 
of some other contract in which I have paid no money, though I 
may have made a stipulation, notwithstanding that the matter 
has become a loan, nevertheless, since payment of money does 
not enter into it, the seTiatuscoumdtum does not apply. This 
will be the rule only if there was no scheme for a fraud on the 
senatusconsultum, so that one who could not lend money preferred 
to sell to him, so that the other party should have the value of the 
goods in place of a loan. 4 If I have n^de a stipulation [for 
payment] with ajMius/amiMas, and lent him the money after he has 
be^me a pater/amUias, whether he has suffered capitis demimdicf, 
or has become independent by the death of his father, or otherwise, 
wiflioat ec^tis deminutio, the . rule to lay down is that the 
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senatnsamsvlttm'' diO&s, not apply, as the loan was made to one 
who was already a paterfamilias ; « 

4 So^OLA {Questions 2) for the common saying that it is 

not allowed to lend to a JUimfamilias is to be referred not to the 
verbal transaction, but to the payment of the money. 

6 PAUiiCrs {Questions 3) Accordingly in this case he will also 
be condemned for the whole debt, not to the extent of his ability 
to pay. 

6 SoiEVOLA {Questions 2) On the other hand, if you have 

made the stipulation with a paterfamilias and afterwards lend the 
money to him when he has become a filiusfamilias, it will be 
correctly laid down that the power of the Senate is to be applied, 
because the essential part of the obligation was perfected by the 
payment. 

7 UiiPiANUS {on the Edict 29) So if s.JUiusfamil^ has given 
a guaranty, Neratius says (bb. 1 and 2) that the senatuseoTmdtvm 
does not apply. Celsus agrees (b. 4). But Julianus adds that if 
recourse was had to this as a pretext, so that a JUivsfamUms 
who was going to receive a loan became a guarantor, some other 
person being made the principal debtor, the fraud effected on the 
senatuscomuLtum prejudices [the claim] and an exeeptio should be 
given both to fliusfamilias and to the principal debtor, since 
relief is given also to the guarantor of &filiusfamUias. 1. The same 
writer says that if, when the money was to go to SifiMusfamMias, 

I accepted two debtors, Titius and the fiHusfamUias, but I accepted 
Titius as a principal debtor, with the object that he should not avail 
himself of the help of the senaiuseomultvm as a guarantor of the 
fUmsfamUias, an exeeptio wtiUs should be given on account of the 
fraud. 2. But, further, if a filivsfamilias, at a time when his 
father was banished or was absent for a long time, promised a 
dowry for a daughter, and gave something of his father’s as a 
pledge, the senatvscotwdtvm will not apply ; the father’s property 
will not indeed be bound [by the pledge] : of course if the son 
becomes heir to the father and sues to recover the pledge he will 
be defeated by the exeeptio on the ground of dolm. 3. It is a , 
point to be considered whether we ought to regard as a loan not 
only one of money paid over, but, in feet one of any thing which 
can be lent for consumption. But the words appear to me to be 
meant to apply to money paid, for the senatmeonsultvm says “has 
lent money.” But if there has been a fraud on the senatvseormdtmn, 
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grain, for instance, or wine or oil having been given so that, this 
produce having been sold, the price ma^ be used, relief should be 
given to the filws/amilias. 4- If the JUiiisfwmUias was in the 
potestas of one person when the money was lent, but is now in 
that of another, ;the intention of thje senatuscmisftdtvm is not 
inapplicable, and the exceptio will therefore be given. 5. Again if 
not death, but some other event has happened to the father, 
whereby he is removed from citizenship, the senatvsconmltivni must 
be held to be applicable. 6. The action is refused not only to him 
who lent the money, but also to his successors. 7 . In like manner 
also, if one person handed over the money, and another made 
the stipulation [for repayment], the exeeptio will be given against 
the latter, though he himself did not pay the money. But if one 
or the other of them did not know that he was in the pofestas of 
this father, the somewhat severe rule is that both are affected by 
the knowledge. The same rule applies where there are two 
co-stipulators. 8. Again if I have accepted two JiliifamMias as 
debtors, but supposed one of them to be a paterfamilias^ it will 
be a material point to which of them the money went, so that, if I 
knew the one to whom it went to be a filiiifam'dias, I am barred 
by the exceptio: if it went to the one as to whom I was in 
ignorance, I am not barred. 9. But whether the money was lent 
at interest or without interest the case is within the senatuscon- 
svltvjm. 10. Though the Senate does not explicitly say to whom 
it gives the exceptio^ yet it must be underatood that the heir of the 
fUirnfamilias, if he dies a paterfamilias, and his father, if he dies 
a.Jiliwfamilias, may avail themselves of the exceptio. 11 . In some 
cases even though the sevMtvscormdtvm is available, nevertheless 
an action lies against a third person ; suppose for instance a 
flmsfamHias who is an institor has borrowed money; for 
Julianus tells us (b. 12) that the imtitor himself will rely on the 
senatmconmUum if he is sued, but the institorian action lies 
against the person who appointed him. However, he says, if the 
father himself had appointed him to manage his business, or had 
allowed him to carry on one with the peeidiwm, the senatmcon- 
sidtvm would not apply, for the contract may be considered to 
have been made with the father’s assent, since if he knows> that he 
is trading he may be supposed to have allowed this too, if he did 
not expressly prohibit it^ 12. In like manner, if he has received 
money and applied it to his ffither’s concerns the senMm- 
comuMmn does not apply, for he received it on behalf of his hither, 
1 Omit merces cusdpere. M. 
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iiqt for himself. Moreover, if he did not in the first instance 

receive it with that purpose, but, later on, did in fact apply it to 
his father’s concerns, Julianus tells us {Digest b. 12) that the 
smatiiseonsidtwn does not apply, and that he must be understood 
to have received it in the beginning with a view to its application 
to his father’s purposes. But if he pays to his father, in discharge 
of his own debt, money which he has , borrowed, he will not be 
considered to have expended it in his father’s concerns, and thus, 
if the father did not know of it, the senatmcomidtvm will still 
apply. 13. The observation that the senatmcmisidtim would not 
apply in the case of one who, being away for the purpose of his 
studies, had borrowed money, holds good provided he has not 
exceeded a reasonable limit in his borrowing, at any rate the 
amount which his father was in the habit of allowing him. 14. If 
a son has borrowed money to pay off one who, if he sued, could 
not be met by the eoeeeptio, the exeeptio on the senatuscons/ultwm 
does not apply. 16. Moreover the senahisconsadtum will not apply 
if the father begins to pay what the son has borrowed, on the 
ground that he has ratified the transaction. 16. If after he has 
become a pcderfamUias he pays part of the debt the sencdm- 
eormdl/um will not apply and he will not be able to recover what 
he has paid. 

PATJLT7S {on the Edict 30) If, however, it has been paid by 
a ewrator, in ignorance, it should be recovered. 

Ulpiantjs {on the Edict 29) But if, when he has become 
s, paterfamilias, he gives a thing by way of pledge, the rule to be 
laid down will be that the exeeptio on the senatmconsidtvm is to 
be refused to him, to the amount of the value of the pledge. 1. If 
the son pays to the creditor money which a third person has given 
to him as a present, can the fiither bring a specific vindication for 
this or recover it [by condictio'] ? And Julianus says that if the 
money was actually given to him on the condition that he should 
pay it to the creditor, it is to be considered as having passed 
immediately from the donor to the creditor, and the moneys 
become the property of the receiver : if indeed it was simply given 
to him, the son had no power of alienation of the moneys, and 
therefore, if he pays, the condieUo is available to the father in any 
case. 2. This smatvseonsuttum applies also to women inpotestas, 
nor is it material if they are alleged to have acquired ornaments 
with the money ; for by the decree of the most distinguished order ' 
an action is refused also to one who has lent money to a Jilius- 
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famiUas, and it does not matter whether the coins have bejen 

consumed or are extant in the peculium. Much more therefore 
will the contract ef one who has lent money to a JUiqfamilias be 
disapproved by the Tigour of the senatuseonsvltum. 3. Belief is 
given not only tg the fliusfamUias g.nd to his father, but also to 
his guarantor, and to his tncmdMor, who also themselves have the 
resource of the action on mxmdatmn, unless indeed they inter- 
vened with the intention of making a gift, for then as they have 
no right to fall back on him, the senatuseonsultum will have no 
operation. But, further, if they did not intervene with the intent 
to make a donation, but at the wish of the father, the whole 
contract will be considered to have been approved by the father. 
4 And yet those who have intervened on behalf of the JUivs- 
familias without the father’s consent cannot recover on paying, 
for so the Divine Hadrian also enacted, and it may be said that 
they will not get their money back. And yet they are protected 
by a perpetual eoeceptio ; but so also is the son himself, but never- 
theless he does not recover, for only those cannot recover what 
they have paid who are freed fi’om an action by way of penalty on 
the creditors, and not because a law aimed at absolutely destroy- 
ing their liability ^ But although they do not recover on paying, 

10 Paulus (<Mi the Edict 30) because the natural obligation 

remains, 

11 Ulpiamjs (on the Edict 29) yet, nevertheless, if, not having 

pleaded the exceptio, they are condemned, they can avail them- 
selves of the exceptio on the senatmcomtdtvm. And so Julianus 
tells us in the case of the Jilimfandlias himself, on the analogy of 
the woman who has become a guarantor. 

12 Paulus (wi the Edict 30) If money is lent to a son with 

the bare knowledge of the father, it should be held that the 
semLtuscormtltum does not apply. But if the father has authorised 
lending to the son, and has afterwards changed his mind without 
the knowledge of the creditor, there will be no case for the mvodm- 
comvdtum, as the beginning of the contract is what has to be 
considered 

13 Gaius (o» the provincial Edict 9) If, with the *intent of 
superseding the old obligation, we stipulate with a fiUutfamUias 
for payment of what we have lent to a third person, Julianus 

• writes that the $enatu$coiimtltum is no obstacle. 


^ See however M. 
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.4 ^ JuLiANTJS {Digest 12) I have a son and by him a grandson: 

money was lent to my ^i-andson vidth his father’s assent: the 
question was raised whether this was done contrary to the senattis- 
conmltum. I said that though in the language of the senatus- 
eomultum sons are mentiooed, yet the same rule ought to be 
observed in the case of a grandson too : the assent of this father 
will not prevent the money from being, regarded as lent contrary 
to the senat/iisconsultum, since he himself is in the condition of not 
being able to borrow money against the will of his father. 

5 Mabciaktjs {Imtitutes 14) It matters nothing who has lent 
to a Jilimfamilias, whether it is a private citizen or a city ; for 
the Divine Severus and Antoninus have laid it down by rescript 
that the s&nMmcomidtmn applies to the case of a city also. 

6 Paulus {fiespoma 4) If a filimfamUias, in the absence of 
his father, has given an acknowledgment as having received money 
under a mandatum from his father, and has written to his lather 
to pay the money in the province, the father, if he disapproves the 
action of his son, ought, without delay, to communicate an expres- 
sion of his contrary wish. 

1 The same {Sentences 2) If a JUititfamilias borrows money 
for the purpose of giving it as a marriage portion on behalf 
of his sister, the father will be liable to the action for money 
applied to his concerns ; for, if the girl dies married, a right to 
recover the marriage portion is given to him. 

J Venuleitts {StiptUations 2) Julianus says that the creditor 
of a fiUv^amUias cannot receive a guarantor after the latter’s death, 
because there survives no obligation either civil or natural with 
which the guarantor can be connected : of course a guarantor can 
properly be received from the father on account of the action on 
the peeiditm which may lie against him. 

' PojnpONitrs {Vaniom Passages 1) Julianus says that the 
exceptio under the SencUmcormdtum Maeedwvia/tvum stands in 
the way of no one except one who knew or could have known that 
the person to whom he lent was a jUiusfamilias. 

' Thb same {on Sena^mconsvlta 5) If one to whom money 
had been lent while he was in his father’s potestas, made, in 
ignorance of the facts, after he had become a pateifcmilias, an 
independent promise of the money, in such a way as to supersede 
the old obligation, and a claim is brought on that stipulation, an 
esce^tio based on the facts should be pleaded. 
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On the Action on the Pegulium. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) The Prsetor thought it the 
orderly method to set forth first those contracts of persons who are 
subject to the poteetas of another which give a right of action for 
the whole debt and then to proceed to the present case in which 
an action is given on the pmdivm. 1. This edict is, however, 
threefold, for there arises from it either an action on Hhepeculium, 
or one based on the application of property to [the defendant’s] 
concerns, or that based on authorisation. 2. The words of the 
edict are of this kind : “whatever transaction shall be gone through 
with him who is in the potestm of another.” 3. It speaks of him, 
not of her, but an action is nevertheless given under this edict in 
respect of one who is of the female sex. 4. If a contract is made 
with a filimfamUias or a slave, who is under the age of puberty, 
the action on the peculivm is given against the father or master if 
the pemlium of these persons has been enriched. 5. The word 
potestas is to be understood as applied in common both to the son 
and to the slave. 6. No greater attention is to be paid to the 
ownership of the slaves than to the fiict of having them at disposal, 
for we may be sued on account not only of our own slaves, but also 
of common slaves, and indeed of those also who are, in good faith, 
in the relation of slaves to us, whether they be freemen or slaves 
of another person. 

PoMPONitrs {on Sdbinus 5 ) The action limited to the 
pecuKwm and the other “honorary” actions lie against the holder of 
usufinict or vms in a case in which the slaves held in usufinct or 
mm would ordinarily acquire [to the holder] : in other cases, 
against the owner. 
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Ulpianxts (on the Edict 29) Although the Praetor promises 
the action where ^ there has been a transaction with one who is in 
potestas, yet it must be understood that the acUon on ihe peculium 
is given though he is in the potestns of no»one, for example, if a 
contract is made with a s^ve who forms part, of an inheritance 
before the inheritance is entered on. 1. Hence Labeo says that if 
a slave is substituted in the second or third grade, and while the heirs 
in the first grade are deliberating, a contract is made with him, and 
he then, on their repudiating, becomes free and heir, it may be said 
that he is liable to be sued on the peeidium and to the extent to 
which proceeds have been applied to his concerns (de in rem verso). 

2. It is of little moment whether a slave belongs to a man or to a 
woman, for a woman also is liable to the action on the peeuMum. 

3. Pedius says that even owners under puberty are liable on the 
peciMum, for the contract is not made with the children them- 
selves, that the sanction of a tutor should be looked for. The same 
writer adds that a ward cannot confer a peculium on a slave even 
with the sanction of a tutor. 4. We hold, further, that the action 
on the peculium should be given against the curator of a lunatic, 
for even the slave of such a person may have a peeidium, not by 
reason of its having been gi“anted to him that he should have it, 
but where there has been no prohibition of his having it 6. The 
question has been discussed whether if a JUiu^amUias or a slave 
•becomes guarantor for anyone or accepts liability as surety in any 
other way, or gives a mmidatum [for a loan of money], there is an 
action on the peculium. Here the better view is that in the case 
of the slave regard must be had to the reason for the guaranty or 
mmidatum. And Celsus (b. 6) approves this opinion in the case 
of a slave guarantor. If therefore the slave undertakes the 
liability as a voluntary surety, not as doing a piece of business 
affecting the peculium, the master will not be liable on the peculium. 
6. Julianus also writes (Digest b. 12) that if a slave gives a 
mamdatum for a payment to my creditor it is a material point® what 
ground he had for giving the mandatum. If the mandatum was for 
payment to him, as a creditor of his own, the master has incurred 
liabilify on the peculium, but if he merely rendered a service as 
voluntaiy guarantor, the master does not incur the liability on the 
peculium. 7. With this agrees what the same Julianus says, that if 
I have taken a guarantor from my son, whatever I receive from the 
guarantor, J shall have to account for in an action on mandatumi, 
not as for money applied to my concerns, but to the extent of the 

1 Por tamm read turn. Cf. M. ® Omit aU. 
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peaulivm. You may say the same in the case of a guarantor of §i 
slave, and also if a ftird person makes a payment to me on behalf 
of my son who is iadebted to me# He §,dds that if, however, my 
son was not indebted*to me, the guarantor will be able to avail 
himself of an exceptio doli, and to- bring a condictio if he has paid. 
8. If a slave, while living as a free man, agrees to a reference to 
arbitration, the question is raised whether an action on the pmMvm 
should be given for the penalty agreed to be paid on disobedience 
to the award, the case being regarded as one of voluntary agency 
(negotia gesta), just as the action lies [for the penalty] in the case 
of maritime loan^ But to both Nerva films and myself the better 
view appears to be that an action on the peeulmm ought not to be 
given on a reference by a slave, for neither is an action given 
against him (the master) if the slave is condemned in an action at 
law. 9. But if a son is accepted as a guarantor, or as any kind of 
surety, it is a question whether he binds the father to the extent 
of ihe pecfulium. The sound view is that of Sabinus and Cassius 
who hold that the father is always liable to the extent of the 
peoulmm, and that [a son] differs in this respect from a slave. 
10. Accordingly the father will always be liable on a reference to 
arbitration. Papinian speaks in the same sense {Qmstions b. 9), 
and he says that it is immaterial on what matter the reference was 
agreed to, whether it was on one on which [the creditor] could 
have brought an action on ^epeculivm against the father, or was, 
in fact, on one on which he could not have done so, since the 
father is sued on the stipulation. 11. The same authority says 
that the father is liable also to an action on a judgment to the 
extent of the peciMum, and so MarceUus thinks, even under an 
action in respect of which the father could not have been liable to 
an action on the pecmtimh, for, just as in a stipulation a contract is 
made with a filivt^omUias, so it is in an action at law. Thus not 
the origin of the action, but the actual liability on the judgment, is 
to be taken account of as the source of obligation: accordingly, he 
is of the same opinion where the son is condemned as voluntary 
defendant on behalf of another {dtfensor). 12. It is clear law that 
a condictio on the ground of theft lies against a filiu^cmiliobs. 
There arises a question, however, whether the action* on the 
pemMvm should be given against the father or the master : and 
the better view is, that the action on (hepmMvm should be given 
to the extent to which the master has been enriched by the theft 
committed. Labeo approves this view, on the ground that it is 

1 a D. 22. 2. 9. 
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most unjust that, I)y the slave’s theft, the master should be enriched 
without incurring any liability. For the action on the peauliwm is 
also available in connexi(Jn with- the action for things carried off, 
brought on account of a iMafamilias, to the extent of what has 
reached the fether. 13, If JUimfamiUas who is a dwimvir has 
not taken care that security is given [by a tvtor] for the future 
safety of the ward’s property, Papinig,nus says {Questions b, 9) 
that the action on the peculium is available. And I am of opinion 
that the question whether he became a decurio at the wish of his 
father changes nothing, for the father’s obligation was to safeguard 
the public interests. 

PoMPONitrs {on SaMnus 7) Not that of which the slave 
keeps an account separately from his master forms part of the 
pecidmm, but that which the master has himself set apart, keeping 
his own account distinct from that of the slave. For since the 
master can take away the whole peculium of the slave or increase 
it or diminish it, what is to be considered is not what the slave, 
but what the master, has done with the view of creating a peculium 
for the slave. 1. This however I consider to be correct in the case in 
which the master wished to release the slave from a debt, so that if 
the master has remitted what the slave owed, by a mere expression 
of intent, the slave ceases to be a debtor, but if, on the other hand, 
the master makes statements of account so as to make himself out 
a debtor to the slave, when, in actual fact, he is not a debtor, I hold 
otherwise, for z.pecidivm is to be increased not by mere words but 
by actual transactions. 2, From these rules it is apparent that 
not whatever a slave may hold without his master’s knowledge is 
in the peculmm, but whatever he holds with his consent, other- 
wise what a slave has stolen from his master will also be in the 
peculium, which is not the case. 3. But it often happens that a 
slave’s undergoes diminution without the master’s know- 

ledge, for instance when the slave does damage to the [property of] 
the master, or commits theft. 4. If you commit theft against me 
with the help of my slave, that must be deducted, from the 
peculium, by which what I can recover in respect of the stolen 
property feUs short [of what is due]. 5. If the pemMmi is 
exhausted by debt due to the master, the assets nevertheless retain 
their character as peculiu/m, for if the master should make a gift 
of the debt to the slave, or a third person should pay the master 
on behalf of the slave, the peculium is made up, and there is no 
need of a new grant by the master. 6. That is to be considered 

27 
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in the pmdivm of underslaves of which they" keep an account 
distinct not only^ from the master, but also^ from him in whose 
pecudium they are. <• . ' 

Ulpianus (on the '^Edict 29) ^ The father or master is liable 
to be sued on account of a deposit t)nly to the amount of the 
pecnjiiwm, and so far as I may have been defi'auded by any dolm 
mcdm on his part. 1. Further, if any property has been handed over 
to a or slave on permissive occupancy (preeario) the 

father or master is liable only to the extent of the peeulnm. 2. If 
a Jilimfamilias has tendered an oath, and it has been sworn, an 
action on the pecfudimn should be given, as if a contract had been 
made, but in the case of a slave the rule is different. 3. The 
pecudium is so called as being a small sum of money or property 
(pmiUa pemnia vel patrimonium, pusiMum). 4. Tubero however 
defines pecidium thus, as Celsus reports (Digest b. 6) : what the 
slave, by the master’s permission, holds distinct from the master’s 
accounts, that being deducted from it, if anything, which is due to 
the master. 

Celstts (Digest 6) According to Labeo the definition of 
pe&ulwm which Tubero expressed does not cover the pecuMum of 
underslaves, but this is incorrect, for by the very fact that a master 
has conferred a peavlium on his slave, he must be understood to 
have authorised one for the underslave. 

TJlpianxts (on the Edict 29) And Celsus also himself 
approves this opinion of Tubero. 1. And he adds that a ward 
or lunatic cannot, indeed, grant a pemLivm to a slave, but a 
pecuM/um already created, that is before the lunacy supervened, 
or by the fiither of the ward, will not be taken away by these 
conditions. This opinion is sound and agrees with what Marcellus, 
commenting on Julianus, adds, “that it may happen that a slave 
has a peoulium in respect of one of his masters, and not in respect 
of the other, for example if one of the masters is a lunatic or a 
ward, if (as, he says, some think) a slave carmot have a pecuUvm 
except by the master’s concession. But I think that, for him to 
have one, it is not essential that it be permitted by the n^ter for 
the slave to have a pecnMvm, but that it be not taken away.” The 
case of free administration of the pecalmm is different, for this 
must be expressly granted. 2. Clearly, however, it is not necessary 

1 The words non solum appear to be misplaced. (X M. 

* Omitirf cuitis. Cf. M. 
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:^r him to know all the individual things, but to have a more 

general knovrledge, and Pomponius leans to this view. 3. A son, as 
well as a slave, under the age of puberty, can have a pecadium, 
says Pedius (b. 25), since, he remarks, in this* matter all depends on 
concession by the master. , And" thus if the son or slave becomes 
insane he wiU keep the peefidivm. 4. Things of all kinds may be 
in the pemlmm,, both moveables and land : he may also have in 
his pecvUivm underslaves and ^epmMum of underslaves, and, also, 
beyond this, claims against debtora. 5. Further, if anything should 
be due to the slave in an action of theft or in any other action, it 
will be reckoned in the peciUmm ; also, as Labeo says, inheritance 
and legacy. 6. Moreover he will have in the pecitdmm what his 
master owes him, if, let us suppose, he has spent money on the 
master’s business and the master has been willing to remain a 
debtor to him, or if the master has sued a debtor of his. Thus, if, 
for instance, the master has recovered double damages for evictio 
under a purchase by the slave, this will be applied to the slave’s 
pemlium, unless, as it happened, the master had the intention not 
to allow it to be in the peoulium of the slave. 7 . So also if a 
fellow-slave owes him anything it will be in th^pemlium, if, in fact, 
he has a pemlmm, or comes to have one, as the case may ba 

PAtriiUS {on Scibinm 4) Property of the master, as to which 
he has formed a wish that it shall be in the peeulmm, he has not 
then and there made pemlmm, but [only] if he has handed it over, 
or, as it was in the hands of the slave, has treated it as handed 
over : for the thing needs an actual transfer. But, on the other 
hand, so soon as he has formed a contrary desire, the pemlium of 
the slave ceases to be peculmm. 

UiiPiAcnjs {on the Edict 29) But if the master does damage to 
[property of] the slave this will not be credited to ^epeodium, any 
more than if he stole [from the slave]. 1. Certainly, if a fellow-slave 
has done damage, or stolen, this appears to be held to be in the 
pemlnm, and so says Pomponius (b. 11) : for, again, if the master 
has recovered, or can recover anything from one who has stolen 
property from the pemlium, this, says Neratius {Re^oonsa b. 2), is 
to be credited to the pemHwrd. 2. The pecidium is however to be 
estimated subject to a deduction of what is due to the master, for 
the master is considered to have stepped in first and proceeded 
against his slave. 3. To this limitation Servius added, further. 


‘ Omit 0i. M. 
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anything ■which may be due to those who are in his potestas, for no 
one doubts that thi^ also is due to the master. 4. Moreover that 
also will be deducted which is due to those persons who are in the 
tvida or eiira of the master or the father, or of whom he is 
managing the affairs, provided he is free from dolus, for, again, if he 
puts an end to, or lessens, the peeuMum, by dolm, he is liable. For 
if the master is held always.-to step in first and sue, why may he not 
be supposed to have proceeded against himself also in this case, in 
which he will be liable either in an action on twtda, or in one on 
voluntary agency {negotia gesta), or in an actio vtUis^. For, as 
Pedius accurately puts it, the reason why the peculium is less by 
what is due to the master or father is that it is not likely that the 
master would assent to the slave’s having in the peculium what is 
due to him. Indeed since in other cases we hold one who is 
managing affairs for another or administering a tmtda, to have 
recovered the money from himself, why should he not in this case, 
of peculium also, have exacted what ought to have been exacted ? 
The view will therefore be maintainable that it is as if he had paid 
to himself, if anyone seeks to proceed on the peculium. 6. The 
slave’s creditor who has become heir to his master also deducts 
from the pemlium what is due to him, if he is sued, whether the 
slave has received a gift of liberty or not, and the same holds if the 
slave is given by way of unconditional legacy : for he •wiU deduct 
what is due to him as if he had stepped in and proceeded against 
himself, though he at no time had the o'wnership of the man freed 
or left as an unconditional legacy. So says Julianus (b. 12). Of 
course if the slave has received a gift of liberty under a conation, 
Julianus says, less doubtfully, in the same passage, that the heir 
■will deduct, for he has become the master. In support of his view 
Julianus also adduces the point, that if I become heir to one who, 
after the death of the slave or son, was liable to be sued ■within the 
year, on the peculium, I shall without doubt deduct what is due to 
me. 6. Whether he is in debt to the master on contract or for 
unpaid balances in account, the master will deduct. So too, if he 
is in debt to him on delict, for example, by reason of a theft which 
he has committed, there "will equally be a deduction- But it is a 
debateable point whether [there ■will be deducted] the 'amount 
of the theft itself, that is, only the actual loss incurred by the 
master, or so much as he could have claimed if the slave of another 
person had committed the theft, that is, with the penalties for 
theft. But the view first expressed is the sounder, that only the 
amount of the theft itself may be deducted. 7. If the slave has 
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vounded himself, [the master] ought not to deduct this damage, 
pny more than if he killed himself or thx'ew himself over a 
precipice, for even slaves are entitled to inflict personal injuries 
on themselves. But if the master has looked after the slave 
wounded by himself, I think he has become a debtor to the master 
in respect of the expenses, though, if he had attended to him 
in ill-health, he would have been rather looking after his own 
interests. 8. Also if the master has incurred an obligation on 
account of the slave or, having incurred an obligation, has satisfied 
it, this will be deducted from the pecfidium ; so too, if money has 
been lent him with the master’s sanction, for Julianas {Digest 
b. 12) lays it down that this should be deducted. But I consider that 
this is true only if what was received by him has not been applied 
to the purposes of the master or fether, otherwise he will be bound 
to charge this against himself. Again, if he becomes guarantor for 
the slave, Julianus says {Digest b. 12) that this should be deducted. 
But Marcellus holds that, in both cases, if the master is not as yet 
out of pocket, it is better that the money should be paid to the 
creditor, on the terms that he gives security that he will refund, 
if the master, having been sued on account of the matter, pays 
something, than that there should be a deduction in the fi^t 
instance, so that, preferably, the creditor should have the interest 
of the money in the meantime. If however the master, having 
been sued on the pecadiim, is condemned, it will be proper that 
there should be a deduction in a later action, for the master or 
fether has become liable to an action on the judgment ; for, again, 
if, not having suffered judgment, he had paid something to the 
creditor on account of the slave, he would deduct this also. 

Gaitts {on the promnmH Edict 9) If however the first 
action on ^epe(ndivm is as yet in suspense, and judgment is given 
under the later action, no account of the first action ought to be 
taken in any way in the condemnation under the second, since, in 
the action on ^epec/udiim, the first comer has the better position ; 
but he is held to be the first comer, not who first joined issue, but 
who first reached the stage of decision by the judge. 

UiiPlAHTis {on the Edict 29) If a master, sued in a noxal 
action, has paid the damages, this must be deducted from the 
pecfulivm, whereas if he has made noxal surrender no thin g can be 
deducted. 1. Again, if the master has given a formal undertaking 
that he will pay something on behalf of the slave, it wiU be right 
that a deduction be made, just as if the slave had promised the 
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master to take over the obligation (esc^romiserat) of a debtor to 
him. It is the samts also if he has taken over liability imder a, 
promise of payment to his master "for his liberty, he having become 
a debtor to his master," but only if the action is brought after he is 
freed. 2. But if a<«Iave has obtaiifed payment from a debtor of the 
master, the question arises whether he has made himself a debtor 
to the master, and Julianws says {Digest b. 12) that the master 
will not be able to deduct, otherwise than if he has ratified the 
taking: the same things are to be said also in the case of a filiiis- 
fcmilias. And I consider the view of Julianus to be correct; for 
we take into account natural debts in deduction from the peadium,, 
and it is in accordance with natnre that a son or slave should be 
free from liability, by reason of the fact that he has apparently 
exacted what was not due. 3. But it is a debateable point whether 
what the master has once deducted when he has been sued, he 
ought again to remove from the peevimm if he is sued, or whether, 
in feet, a deduction having once been made, payment should be 
considered to have been made to him. Here Neratius and Nerva 
think, and Julianus also tells us {Digest b. 12), that if he actually 
took it away from the peciMum it ought not to be deducted, but 
that if in fact he left the condition of the peciMim unaffected he 
should deduct. 4. Then he says that if a slave had in the peeulimn, 
an underslave worth 5, and owed the master 5, on account of which 
the master deducted the underslave, and, afterwards, the imder- 
slave having died, the slave acquires another of the same value, 
he does not cease to be a debtor to the master, as if the first 
underslave had died to the loss of the master, unless, as it might 
be, he died when [the master] had taken him away from the slave, 
and paid himself. 5. The same writer says, with truth, that if, 
when the underslave was worth 10, the master, sued on the 
pecidium, paid 6 on account of the slave, because 5 were due to 
himself, and, thereafter the underslave died, the master will be 
able to deduct 10 as against another plaintiff on the peeuliwm, 
because he had made the slave his debtor in respect also of the 6 
he had paid for him. And this opinion is sound, unless he took 
the underslave from the slave in order to pay himself. 6. But 
what we have said, that what is due to him who is sued on the 
peendivm ought to be deducted, is to be understood thus : provided 
he could not recover this in any other way. 7. Julianus goes on 
to say that if a vendor who has sold the slave, with tkepe&M'um, 
is sued on the peediwm, he ought not to deduct what is due to 
Mm, for he could have deducted this from the balance sheet of the 
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peGulium, and can now bring a eondictio for it as not having been 
due (for what is due to the master is not in ihe He 

can also, he says, bring ah action on sale. This is to be approved, 
provided there was so much in ikQpemlimn when it was sold that 
the master could satisfy hjs claim; apart froi^ this, if, later on, 
there was an addition to his claim, the condition of a debt which 
the master had not deducted® becoujiing satisfied, the contrary 
must be said. 8. The same writer says: if one has acquired a 
slave in respect of whom he had an action on the pecvlium, can he 
deduct what is due to him, since he has an action on the peGuUum 
against the vendor ? And he rightly holds that he can : for so also 
any other person can choose whetlier he \vill proceed against the 
buyer or the seller : this man, therefore, chooses deduction instead 
of action. And I do not see what the creditors have to complain 
of, since they themselves can sue the vendor if they think that 
perhaps there is something in the peculmm. 9. However not 
only what is due to him who is sued is to be deducted, but, indeed, 
anything which may be due to his partner, and so Julianus says 
{Digest b. 12), for by the same principle as that on which either 
may be sued for the whole debt, he is entitled to deduct what is 
due to the other. This opinion is the accepted one: 

L2 JxTLiAiTTJS {Digest 12) for in this case action may be brought 
even against that owner in respect of whom there is no pecidmm. 

13 Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) But it is not correct in the 
case of buyer and seller, and in that of usufractuary and owner, 
and of others who are not partners, and of the owner and the 
honafide buyer, for Julianus also says (b. 12) that neither of these 
can deduct what is due to the other. 

L4 Julianus {Digest b. 12) Again, where, by a will, it is 

directed that a slave shall be free at once, the action on the pecfulium 

should be brought against each of the heirs, and none of them will 

deduct more than is due to himself. 1. So, where the slave died 

during the master’s life, and then the master, within the year, left 

several heirs, both the action on the peeulivm and the right of 

deduction are divided. 

(% 

L6 Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) But if there are two honafide 
possessors, it must still be said that neither will deduct more than 
is due to him, and the same is true if there are two usufructuaries, 

‘ After debetur vaaert potest. Of. M. 

^ For dietraxerat read dedraxerat. C£ M. 
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since they hare no partnership relation between them. The sam§ 
rule will sometimes ibe laid down in the case of partners if, as it^ 
happens, they have separate pecftdia as b&tween themselves, so that 
one cannot be sued in respect of the pecfulnim of the other. Other- 
wise, if the peevUv^pm is common, •■they, will be sued for the whole 
and, also, that will be deducted which is due to either of them. 

JtriiiANUS {Digest 12) " What case, then, is there in which 
^epeeidium of a common slave will belong to one alone of his 
masters? First, if one sells a half share in a slave and gives 
him no pemUum: again, if one gives money or property of any 
kind to a common slave, with the intention to retain the ownership 
of the things, but to give the slave the administration of them. 
Marcellus adds the note: that also is a case, where one owner 
takes away the jpeo*e?m«i, or where an owner has, in truth, certainly 
granted one, but the grant applies to debts due to the master. 

Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) If my ordinary slave has 
underslaves, can I deduct from the peculium of the ordinary slave 
what the underslaves owe me? And the first question is this: 
whether then pecuMa are reckoned in the pecuM/um. of the ordinary 
slave. Here Proculus and Atilicinus hold that just as these 
underslaves are in the peculium, so too are their peculia. And, in 
fact, what their master, that is the ordinary slave, owes me, can be 
deducted from hen peculium, that however which the underslaves 
themselves owe, only from their own peculmm. But, also, if they 
owe something, not to me but to the ordinary slave, it will be 
deducted from their pecuUum as being due to a fellow-slave. That 
however which the ordinary slave owes to them will not be deducted 
from the peculium of the ordinary slave, because their peculium is 
in his peculium (and Servius gave a responsum to this effect), but, 
as I think, their peculium will be increased, as in the case in which 
a master owes to his slave. 

Paultjs {Questions 4) From which it follows that if his 
pecuMum is left to Stichus, and he sues imder the will, he wiU not 
be compelled to give up what his underslave owes to the master, 
unless he, that is the underslave, has & peculium. 

TJuPiAfrus {on the EdAdb 29) Hence the question arises 
whether, if an action on the peculium has been brought, in respect 
of the ordinary slave, action can still be brought in respect of the 
underslaves; and 1 think it cannot. But if an action has been 
brought on the peculium of the mderslave, there may also be an 
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action on the pmMum of the ordinary slave. 1. There may be, 
belonging to me, a peaulwm of a twofold legal nature ; suppose 
’there is a dotal slave: hehaay have a ^e<»«Zm«4»which concerns me ; 
he may also have one which concerns my wife. For what he has 
acquired in the husband’s affairs or by his labqur, this belongs to 
the husband, and accordingly if he has been appointed heir or a 
legacy has been given to him, in contemplation of the husband, 
Pomponius says that the latter is not under an obligation to hand 
this over. If, then, an action is brought against me on a contract 
which concerns me, can I deduct everything, whatever it may be, 
which is due to me, whether in an affair of mine or in one which 
concerns my wife ? Or do we in fact distinguish the origins of the 
business, as referring to two pecvlia, in such a way that regard is 
had to the origin of the debt which is sued on, so that if the action 
is in fact brought on a contract which concerns the wife, I can 
deduct what is due from that pecidium\ if on a contract which 
concerns me I can deduct my own claim? And this question is more 
luminously treated in the case of a usufractuary, whether an action 
on the peGuHwm can be brought against him only on that contract 
which® concerns him, or on any. Here Marcellus tells us that the 
usufinictuary is also liable, and on any contract, for he who 
contracts contemplates the whole peeutium of the slave as his 
property. Clearly, he says, this must be admitted, in any case, 
that, when the person whom the matter concerns has been first 
sued, the other, for whom there was no acquisition [under the 
contract], may be sued for the residue. And this is the more 
probable view and is approved by Papinianus. The same must be 
said in the case of two hona fide buyers. But in the case of the 
husband it is better to say, simply, that he is liable to the action 
on the pmMum. But if the husband has paid something on 
account of a slave of this kind, can he deduct it as against the wife 
suing on account of dos’^ And he says that if what was paid to 
the creditor concerns the pmMum of each kind, it ought to 
constitute a diminution of each, proportionately, and it can be 
gathered from this that if the contract refers to either one* of the 
peouUa, there will be in the one case a deduction for the wife alone, 
in the other there will not, if the contract referred to ih&t peeulivm 
which remained with the husband. 2. Sometimes an action on the 
peeiMvm is given even to the usufructuary himself against the 

1 For feeulio read contractu and for contract/u read peculio. Cf. M. 

“ For quad read qui. Of. M. 

s For aMerum read alterutrvm. Of, M. 
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master, for example, if he has a pmMum in respect of the latte^ 

but in respect of the former has either none or less than is due to^ 
the usufructuary. The same consideratidhs may give a result in the 
contrary sense, although in the case of two owners the action on 
partnership or that for division of*comoion property suffices : 

20 Paulus {on the Edict 30) for partners cannot bring the 
action on the peeulnm against each other. 

21 Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) The Prsetor has also with 
excellent reason charged in the pec/idium whatever the master has 
done with dolm modm by which the pec/idium is lessened. But we 
must understand it to be dolm mcdtis if he has taken away the 
peeidhim from him ; and further, if he has allowed him to entangle 
the affairs of the pecnditm to the destruction of the creditors’ 
interests, Mela writes that this is something done with doJ/us mcdm. 
So also if, when one has an idea that a third person is going to 
proceed against him [on ihe pec/tidiivin\, he hands the pe&dium over 
to someone else, he is not free from dolm. But if he pays a debt 
to a third person, I have no doubt about this, that he is not liable, 
for the payment is to a creditor, and it is lawfiil for a creditor to 
be active in recovering his own. 1. If the act is done with dcdus 
of a tutor, or a curator of a lunatic, or a procurator, it is to be 
considered whether the ward or the lunatic or the employer can be 
sued on the pecdium. B[ere I think that, if the tutor is solvent, 
the ward is liable to account for his dolm, especially if any 
proceeds have reached him, and so Pomponius teUs us {Letters 
b. 8). The same must be said in the case of curator and procurator. 
2. A buyer however will not be liable for the fraud of his vendor, 
nor will an heir or other successor, except so fer as proceeds have 
reached him. But whether the act done with dolm malm is before 
joinder of issue or after, it comes within the official purview of the 
judge. 3. If the master or lather decUnes the action on the 
pecuLium he is not to be listened to, but should be compelled to 
join issue, as in the case of any other personal action. 

22 Pomponius {on ScMnm 7) If the master has given an 
undertaking as to apprehended damage {damni infectl) in respect 
of a house belonging to the peetdium, account ought to be taken of 
this, and therefore security should be given by him who is suing 
on peeulnm. 

23 The same {on SaMnm 9) The undertaking as to appre- 
hended damage in respect of a house in the peculivm must be 
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given in fall, in the same way that a noxal action on account of an 
,underslave must be submitted to in fall, because the plaintiff, if 
the proper steps in defence are not taken, takes away the things, 
or possesses them, as a pledge. 

■» 

24 Ulpianus {on SaMnm 26) The curator of a lunatic can 
both give and deny the administration of the peeidium to the slave, 
as weU as to the son of the lunatic. 

26 PoMPONius {on Sahinus 23) Such clothing is included in 
the pecfidmm, as the master has given with the intent that the 
slave is to have the use of it permanently and has handed over to 
him, on the terms that no other person is to use it, and that it may 
be kept by him with a view to that use. But clothing which the 
master has so given to the slave to use, not that he may always use 
it, but only for a certain purpose at stated times, for instance, when 
in attendance on him or waiting on him at table this clothing 
does not form part of ih.Q peeulium. 

26 PAUiiUS {on the Edict 30) If the master has once, when 
sued on the peeudhm, made good what was due on this ground, 
that is, what he had done with dolus, he will not have to make 
anything good to others on the same facts. And, further, if the 
slave owes him as much as that by which he has, with dolus, 
diminished [the fund], he will not be liable to condemnation. It 
will follow from these propositions that also where the slave has 
been freed or alienated, he is liable on the ground of dolm too, 
within the year. 

27 Gatos {on the provinokd Edict 9) The action on the 
peculium is given in respect both of female slaves and of 
famUias'. especially is it available against such a person if she is a 
tailoress or weaver or carries on any common handicraft. Julianus 
says that the action on deposit, also, and on loan for use, should be 
given in respect of them, and that the tributorian action should be 
given if they have carried on business with merchandise of the peeur 
Hum to the knowledge of the father or master. Muchmore undoubted 
also is it where there has been application to the concerns of the 
father-or master, and where the contract was with his authorisation®. 
1. It is settled law that the master’s heir ought also to deduct such 
property of the inheritance as the slave, in respect of whom an 
action on the peeuMum is brought against him, had carried away, 
consumed or damaged, before the inheritance was entered on. 

. ^ 1 Text corrapt. 0£ M. ® For est guod read ex(j[ue. Of. M. 
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2. If a slave has been alienated, notwithstanding that the PrsetoB 

promises an action en the peeidvuim, within one year, against the, 
person who has alienated him, yet, nevertheless, an action is also 
given against the new master, and it is immaterial whether he has 
acquired another pe&ulium, with* him, or [the new owner] has 
granted to the same man that which he bought or received as a 
gift together with him. 3. JDhe view has been generally accepted, 
and Julianus also approves it, that it is to be freely permitted to 
the creditors to sue heirs’ singly for their proportions, or to proceed 
against any one for the whole. 4. But Julianus is of opinion that 
it is not to be allowed to the person who sold the slave to bring an 
action on the pmMwm, against the buyer in respect of that which 
he had lent to the slave before the sale. 5. And, again, if I lend 
to a third person’s slave, and buy him and then sell him, he holds, 
similarly, that no action should be given to me against the buyer. 
6. He considers, however, that an action should be given to me 
against the vendor, but only within a year reckoned forward from 
the purchase, for what I lent while he was still the property of an- 
other person, with a deduction for what the slave has in the way of 
pemUwn, in relation to me. 7- But, just as Julianus thinks that 
when he has been alienated no action ought to be given to me 
against the buyer in respect of what I myself have lent to my slave, 
so also he denies that it should be permitted to me to proceed 
against the buyer in respect of what my own slave has lent to my own 
slave, if the one to whom the loan was made has been alienated. 
8. If one has contracted with the slave of two or more persons, it 
should be permitted to him to sue for the whole debt any one of 
the owners he chooses, for it is unfair that he who contracted with 
one should be driven to a divided attack against several adversaries ; 
and account should be taken, not merely of that peadium which the 
slave has in connexion with the one against whom action is brought, 
but also of that which he has in relation to the other. This, how- 
ever, will not result in loss to the one who is condemned, since he 
himself can get back again from his partner or partners, by the 
action on partnership, or that for the division of common property, 
what he has paid above his proportion. Which view Julianus 
considers to hold good, provided there was also a pmHiv/m in 
respect of the other owner, for in that case each owner, in paying, 
may be regarded as freeing his partner from debt, but if there is 
■ 0.0 peeuMvm in respect of the other owner, the contrary is the rule, 
for he is not considered to be freeing him from debt in any way. 
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28 ^ JuLiANtrs {Digest 12) Accordingly if no one has become 
^heir or Praetorian successor (bonorvm possessor) to the partner, he 
against "whom the action lias been brought should be condemned 
to the extent of any peGulium there is in respect of him and of so 
much as he is able to recover out of the ea,tate [of the other 
partner], 

29 Gaius {on the provincial Edict 9) If a man has, by ■will, 
directed that a slave is to be free, having left as heirs those who have 
contracted with the slave, the co-heirs may even proceed against 
each other by the action on the pecvdium, for each is liable, at the 
suit of any other person, in respect of that pemtium which has 
fallen to him, 1, Even though a master prohibits dealing with 
his slave an action on the pe&dium will lie against him. 

50 Ulpianus {on the Edict 29) It has been matter of dispute 
whether the action on the pecfulivm lies even though there is 
nothing in the peevlmm, when the action is brought, provided only 
that there is at the time of judgment. Proculus and Pegasus say 
that it Ues^ nevertheless, for the obligation is rightly alleged, even 
though there is nothing in the pmdivm. The same has been laid 
down in respect of the action for production and the real action, 
and this opinion merits our approval. 1, If the action is brought 
against one who is part heir to the master or father, he is to be 
condemned to the extent of the peculiwm which falls to the heir 
who is sued. In the same way^, the action for money applied to 
his concerns lies proportionately (unless he has applied something 
to the purposes of the heir himself), nor is the heir liable to be 
sued like one of common o-wners, but only for his share. 2. And, 
again^, if the slave himself is made heir to a share, the action may 
be brought, in the same way, against him. 3. If however the son 
is appointed, even for a share, he will none the less be liable to an 
action for the whole, But^if he wishes to acquire the proportionate 
obligation of his co-heir he is to be heard, for what if the property 
has been applied to the father’s purposes ? Why should the son not 
recover from his co-heir what is in the father’s estate ? So also if 
the peedmm is rich. 4. He who has once brought the action on 
the pemlivm can sue again for the residue of the debt, when 
the peouHum has been increased. 5. If a creditor has been defeated 
by the vendor by means of the exeeptio based on the expiration of 
a year, relief should be given to him against the buyer, but if it is 

^ For teneri read tenere. Of M. ^ For idetn et read item, de. Of. M. 

s For eed read sed et. Of. M. 
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by any other exeeptio^ he is to be relieved to this extent, that^ 
deduction being made of the amount that he might have recovered 
from the vendor, he may recover the ^residue from the buyer. 

6. In an allegation of dolus time is to be taken into account ; for it 
may be that the Pipsetor will not aHow ^he point of dolus malus to 
be taken after the limit of time for the action on dolus, since the 
action on dolus is itself not given after the established limit of time. 

7. But in the case of the heir the clause as to dolus ought so to be 
framed as to extend^ to what has reached him, not beyond this. 

Paulus {on the Edict 30) But if the heir himself has 
committed dolus, he makes it good in full. 

Ulpianus {Disputations 2) If one is sued, out of two or 
more heirs of a person who could have been sued within the year, 
the slave having been freed [inter vivos^ or directed to be free 
[by will], or been alienated, or died, all the heirs will be released from 
liability, although he may not be condemned in a greater amount 
than^ that of the peculium which he who is sued holds, and this 
Julianus so lays down. And it is the same also if the proceeds 
have been applied to the concerns of any one of them. Further if 
there are several usufructuaries, or honajide possessors, one, being 
sued, releases the others, although he ought not to be condemned 
in a greater amount of pemlium than he holds. But though this 
results from strict law, yet equity requires that an action should 
be given against those who are released by an accident of the law, 
so that recovery rather than the bringing of the action should free 
them; for he who contracts with the slave has in mind as his 
property, the whole of the pemlium which exists anywhere. 
!• But though in this action the previous one is restored, neverthe- 
less account should be taken of both increase and decrease, and, 
therefore, whether there is now nothing in the pecmlium or some- 
thing has been added to it, the present condition of tlie pecdium 
is to be looked at Consequently, in relation also to vendor and 
buyer, this appears to us to be the truer view, that we can recover 
from the buyer what has accrued to the peeiilium, and the claim 
from the buyer is not to be dated backwards, as in one and the 
same litigation, to the time at which the vendor was sued. 2. If 
the vendor of the slave has sold the slave vrith the pemlium, and 
delivers the peculium, he will not be liable to action even within 
the year, for, as Neratius has said, this price of the slave is not 
peciMum. 

' '!^oxfi&ri read finirL Of. M, ® After maiorem insert qtmn, M. 
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33 , JAVOLEinjs {ektracis from Cassius 12) But if a person has 
sold a slave on the terms that he was to receive a price for the 
pecuM/um, the peetdium is^looked on as being in the hands of him 
to whom the price of the pe&idium went, i 

34 PoMPONirrs {extroxtsffom va/rious passages 12) not of him 
who holds the things in ihe pemlium. 

r 

35 Javolenus {extracts from Cassius 12) But where the heres 
has been directed to hand over the peculmm on payment of a fixed 
sum, the peciMumi is not considered to be in the hands of the heir. 

36 Ulpianus {Disputations 2) It is a debateable point whether, 
in contracts resting on bona ,fides, the father or master should be 
liable on the peculium or for the full amount ^ just as it has been 
discussed in the action on dos, where a dos has been given to a 
son, whether the father is to be sued only to the extent of the 
peculium. However, I am of opinion that the action is available 
not only on the peculium, but also so fe,r as, beyond this, the 
woman has been tricked and defrauded by the dol/us malus of the 
father, for, if he holds the property and is not ready to give it up, 
it is fair that he should be condemned to the extent of its value. 
For Pomponius has said that what is expressly laid down in the 
case of a slave who has received a thing in pledge is to be held 
applicable also in the other bonae fidei actions. For, again, if a 
thing has been given in pledge to a slave the action is available 
not only on the peculium and for what has been applied to [the 
master’s] concerns, but it has also this additional clause, “and so 
far as the plaintiff has been tricked and defrauded by dolus malm 
of the master.” Now the master may be considered to be acting 
with dolus if he will not restore when he has the power of restoring. 

7 JlTLiANUS {Digest 12) If a creditor of your son appoints 
you heir and you sell the inheritance, you will be liable on the 
pecuMfum under the clause in the stipulation : “whatever amount 
of money shall come to you under the inheritance.” 1. If you give 
your slave permission to buy an underslave for 8 awrei, he buys 
for 10 and writes you that he has bought for 8, and you authorise 
him to" pay the 8 out of your money, and he pays 10, you will 
recover by real action only 2 awrei on account of this, but these 
will be made good to the vendor to the extent only of ik^pecvdium 
of the slave. 2. I sold to Sempronius a slave whom I owned in 


1 Omit the first < m . M. 
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common with Titius: the question arose wheth^, if an action on 
the pemliwm, is brought against Titius or Sempronius account 
ought to be taken of such peeMum as is <n my hands. I said that, 
if the action is brought against Sempronius, account ought in no 
case to be taken ofjhepecvliwni which, I hold, because he has no 
action against me by which he can recover what he has paid. 
Further, if action should Ijp brought against Titius more than a 
year after I have sold, in the same way, the peeulium which is 
with me is not to be reckoned, for an action on the pecwHivm can- 
not now be brought against me. But if action should be brought 
within the year, then account must be taken of this peeulium too, 
since the acceptance of the rule that where the man has been 
alienated, it is to be permitted to the creditor to sue both the 
seller and the buyer. 3. If an action on the peeulium has been 
brought against one who has an usufruct in the slave, and the 
creditor has recovered less [than was due], it is not unfair that he 
should recover his own out of the whole of his peeulium, whether 
it be in respect of the usufructuary or of the owner. It does not 
matter whether the slave has hired his own labour from the 
usufructuary or has borrowed money from him^. And thus it wiU 
be right to give him an action against the owner, that being 
deducted which the slave has by way of peeuMum in respect of the 
usufructuary. 

J8 Afeicanus {Questions 8) I have deposited 10 with a JUius- 
familias and I bring an action on deposit on the peeulium. 
Although the son owes the father nothing and holds these 10, he 
held nevertheless that the father was none the more liable to be 
condemned, if there is no peeidium beyond this, for this money, as 
it remains mine, does not form part of the peeulium. He says, 
further, that if any other person whatsoever is suing on the 
peeulium, there cannot be the least doubt that it is not to be 
reckoned. And thus I ought to bring an action for production, 
and, upon production, a vindicatio. 1. If his future wife has 
promised to a Jiliu^amilias a certain sum by way of dos, and, a 
divorce being effected, brings an action on the dos against the 
frither, ought she to be released from the whole promise, or with a 
deduction of what the son owes the father? He answered that 
she was to be released from her whole promise, since even if an 
action was brought against her on the promise, she could certamly 

^ This sentence, which appears to refer to indebtedness to the usufructuary, 
seems quite irrelevant to the context. See however M. 
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defend herself bj’the exceptio doli inali. 2. Stichus has in his 

peeidiwn Pamphilus who is worth 10, and thisi-Pamphilus owes the 
master 6 ; if an action On the > peculium is brought on account 
of Stichus, he held that the value of P^mphilus ought to be 
included, and, indeed, the Ashole’ value, with no_^deduction of what 
Pamphilus owes the master, for no one can be understood to be 
himself in his own peculium: thus ip this case the master will 
suffer a loss, just as he would if he had lent to any other of his 
slaves who had no pecidium. And he says that it will appear more 
clearly that this is so, if the case is put of the peculmm being left 
to Stichus, who, if he sues under the will, is certainly not compell- 
able to suffer a deduction for what his underslave owes, except 
out of the peculium of the latter; otherwise the result would 
follow, that if the underslave owes the master as much [as the 
peculium], the slave himself will be considered to have nothing in 
the peculium, which is plainly absurd. 3. I lent money to a slave 
whom I had sold to you: the question arose whether the action on 
the peculium against you should be given to me on the terms 
that there should be deducted whatever remained with me out 
of the peculium. But this is in fact not in the least true, and 
it will not be material whether I sue within a year from the time 
when I sold or afterwards, for, indeed, no action against me is 
given to other persons who contracted with him at that time. 
Moreover, on the other hand, if those who had previously con- 
tracted with this slave proceed against me, I may not deduct what 
he began to owe me after [the sale]. From which it is clear that 
the liability of that peculium which has remained with me should 
have no connexion with contracts of a later time. 

FLOEBNTiNtrs (Jnstitutfes 11) The peculium consists also of 
what the man has put by through frugality, or what he has by 
some service earned as a gift to him, from any person, where that 
person’s wish was that the slave should have this as his own, to be, 
as it were, his property. 

Maboiantts {Rules 5) The peculmm comes into existence, 
grows, lessens and dies, and thus Papirius Fronto justly said that 
the peculium resembled a man. 1. It has been a topic of debate how 
s. peculium comes into existence. And the ancient writers distinguish, 
in this way: if the slave has acquired what the master is not bound 
to provide, this is pecidium, but if [he has acquired] tunics or 
anjilung of that sort which the master is bound to give him, this 
is not peculium. Thus, therefore, does the peculium come into 

M. J. II. 
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existence : it grows when it is added to, it lessen^hen underslaves 
die or things are de^royed : it dies when it is taken away. 

• 

41 Ulpiahtis {on Sabimis 43) » Neither can a slave owe any- 
thing, nor can anything be owed to a slave, but when we misapply 
this word we are rather pointing (Jut a state of fact than connecting 
the obligation with the civil law. Accordingly the master will 
properly claim from third parties what is owed to a slave : as for 
what the slave himself owes, an action is given against the master 
in respect of that, on the pecidium, and so far as anything from 
it has been applied to the master’s concerns. 

42 The same (on the Edict 12) Some authorities rightly think 

that an action on the pecvlivm should be given against an 
arrogator, though Sabinus and Cassius consider that an action on 
the pecuMum, ought not to be given on account of earlier dealings. 

43 Patjltjs (wi the Edict 30) If, after I have brought an action 

against you on the peeuMum, before the matter is adjudicated on, 
you have sold the slave, Labeo considers that you ought to be 
condemned in respect also of that peciMvm which he has acquired 
while with the buyer, and that no relief should be given to you, for 
it was the fault of yourself, who had sold the slave, that this came 
upon you. 

14 IJLPiAEtrs (om, the Edict 63) If anyone has contracted with 

a filmsfamilim he has two debtors, the son for the whole debt, and 
the father to the extent of the pecaMvm. 

1:5 Paulus (ore the Edict 61) And therefore if the father has 
taken away the pecuHum from the son, the creditors can neverthe- 
less proce^ against the son. 

t6 The same (ore the Edict 60) One who grants administration 

of the peouMum is understood to allow in general terms what he 
would be ready to allow specifically. 

n The same (ore Plavtius 4) Whenever notice is written up 

in a shop to this effect ; “ I forbid business to be done with my 
slave Januarius,” it is settled law that the master has secured only 
this, that he is free from liability to the institorian action, qpt also 
to that on the peeuMwn. 1. Sabinus said, as a re^mmm, that 
where a slave had become a guarantor, the action on the 
was not to be given against the master, unless the guaranty was 
^ven in the master’s concerns or on a matter affecting the 
_ pmMvmu 2. If the action on thepeciditm has once been brought. 
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■although when judgment is given there proves to be less in the 
, peeuUwn than he owes, yet it has been laid down that there is no 
ground for undertakings’ as to ’future additicSns to the peculium : 
for that this does exist in the action on partnership is due to the 
fact that the partner owefr the Vhole amount.- 3. If a creditor of 
the slave has recovered part from the buyer, Proculus says that a 
iudicium wtUe for the residue is available against the vendor, but 
that it is not to be permitted to the creditor to divide his action in 
the first instance, so as to proceed at the same time against the 
buyer and the vendor ; for it is enough that this alone is granted 
to him, that, when, having chosen one defendant, he has recovered 
less [tW was due], an action is given to him against the other, 
the previous action being rescinded. And this is the accepted 
law. 4. But not only any outside creditor can proceed against the 
vendor, in respect of previous dealings, but also the buyer himself, 
and this view approves itself to Julianus (although he himself can 
also deduct against another plaintiff), provided that he allows 
for what he has in his possession. 5. If a slave is sold with a 
reservation of the pecfidmtn, the outcome is that the vendor can 
avail himself of deduction [if the slave owed him anything before 
the sale]\ and that if the slave incurs any indebtedness to the 
vendor after the sale this does not diminish the peculia, because 
he does not owe it to his master. 6. The rules we have laid down 
as to the buyer and the seller are the same also if ownership is 
changed in any other way, as by legacy or by a gift of dos, for the 
peculium of a slave, wherever it may be, is looked on as resembling 
the property of a freeman. 

18 The s.amb {on Plomtius 17) The free administration of the 
peeuMvm does not continue to exist in the case either of a 
fugitivus or of one who has been stolen, or of one as to whom one 
does not know whether he is alive or dead. 1. One to whom 
administration of his peeulium has been given can agree with his 
creditor and a debtor of his own that the latter shall be accepted 
as a substituted debtor {ddega/re debUorem). 

9 PoMPOMTCrs {on Quintm Mucim 4) Not only that is 
pecfulium which the master has granted to the slave, but, in fact 
that also which has been acquired without his knowledge indeed, 
but which, nevertheless, if he had known of it, he would have 
allowed to be in the peoMum. 1 . If a slave, without my know- 


1 SeeM. 
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ledge, manages transactions of mine, he will be considered to be a 
debtor to me to the Same extent as that to which he would have * 
been liable if, as S. freeman, h^ had administered my affairs. 

2. For a slave to be regarded as a debtor to the master or the 
master to the slave) the matter mftst be looked at from the point 
of view of civil law : and therefore, if the master in his accounts 
has entered himself as a debtor to his slave, when, in absolute fact, 
neither had he borrowed money, nor had any other ground of 
liability previously existed, the mere entry does not make him a 
debtor. 

60 Papin’IANTJS {Questions 9) At a time when there is nothing 
in the peculium, the father goes into hiding : I, who am about to 
bring an action on the peculium against him, cannot be put into 
possession of his goods with a view to the protection of the estate, 
for he who would be entitled to absolution if he joined issue is not . 
hiding with intent to defraud. Nor is it germane to the matter 
that it may happen that a condemnation follows, for also if money 
is due under a condition or at a future time, the debtor is not 
considered to be hiding with intent to defraud, although he may be 
condemned by a wrongful decision of the judge. But Julianus 
considers that a guarantor, given when there is nothing in the 
peculium, is liable, since a guarantor can be taken for a fixture right 
of action also, provided that he is expressly so taken. 1. If a 
creditor appoints as heir a father who was liable on the peculium, 
as the time of death is looked at for Falcidian purposes, the 
peculium at that date will be considered. 2. Even after the master 
has been sued on peculium, a guarantor can be taken on behalf 
of the slave, and^, for the same reason as that for which if a slave 
pays the money after issue has been joined in an action he cannot 
get it back any more than if issue had not been joined, a guarantor 
will be taken to have been validly accepted, because the natural 
obligation, which even a slave is understood to incur, has not been 
brought into issue. 3. A third person’s slave, while he was acting 
as slave to me, with good faith^ [on my part], gave to me, that I 
might free him, moneys borrowed from Titius, and I did manumit 
him : the creditor asked whom he should sue on the peculmm. I 
said that although in other cases the creditor would have the 
choice, yet in that stated the owner was to be sued, and he would 
bring an action for production against me for the money, which 
had become vested in him and had not been alienated by reason of 


^ Omitw^a M. 


2 For bmaefidei read bonajide. C£ M. 
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4he transaction stated to have been gone through in relation to the 
, civil status of the slave ; nor was the distinction to be admitted of 
those who hold that, if I do not inanumit, the fnoney is the owner’s, 
but that if a manumission does in fact* follow, the money is 
considered to have been acquired for me, as in my affairs, for 
the money is given to me by reason of, rather than in, an a&ir 
of mine. ' 

61 Sc.®V 0 LA {Questiom 2) In respect of what is owed to the 
slave by third persons the master is not as a matter of course to 
be adjudged liable, to a person suing on the pmMvrni, to the full 
amount of the debt, since both the expenditure in recovering it 
and the result of execution of judgment may be imcertain, and 
account is to be taken of the delay of time allowed to those who 
have suffered judgment or that involved in sale of the goods, if that 
, is the better course to take. Consequently, if he is prepared to 
assign his rights of action, he will be absolved. What is said* 
where action is brought against one of partners, namely, that the 
whole peeutium is to be reckoned, as there is an action against the 
partner, will come to the same result in that case®, if he is prepared 
to assign his rights of action : and in the case of all those whom we 
hold to be liable for this reason, that they have a right of action, 
the substitution {ddegatio) has the force of lawful payment. 

•2 PAXTLtrs {Questions 4) A question is asked on an actual 
case : a man who was administering a tuMa, as a freeman, was 
adjudged a slave. If his master is sued on the peculium by the 
ward, whose claim has in fact been declared by rescript to be 
preferred to those of other creditors of the slave, is that which is 
due to the master deducted from the peculium, even here ? And, 
if you think it can be deducted, does it matter whether he became 
a debtor to the master while he was still acting as a freeman, 
or afterwards? And is the action on the peenMum available 
to the impuhes^ I answered that no privileged claim can have 
priority over the father or master when sued on the peculium in 
respect of the son or slave. Clearly in the case of other creditors 
account is to be taken of privileged claims, for what if a son has 
recmved a dos, or has administered a tutelar This has therefore 
been rightly laid down by rescript, in the case of a slave also who 
has acted as tutor, and since the position of the first claimant is 
ordinarily the better, action® on the part of others will be barred. 

1 Omit mim. M. ® For in eodem read in eo eodem. Of. M. 

* Omxiqwmi, M. 
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Certainly if he has made loans in the ward’s business or has^ 
deposited moneys in a" [banker’s] chest, a real action is given to him 
(the ward) for the nroneys and a nlilis cfctio against the debtors, 
that is, if they have consumed the moneys ; for he had no power to 
alienate them : and^^this is also to be laid down in the case of any 
hitor. Nor, however, do I think it material when he became 
indebted to the master, whether when he was in possession of liberty, 
or afterwards, for, so too, if I lend to the slave of Titius and come to 
be his master, I shall deduct what I have previously lent to him, 
if I am sued by the action on the peeidkmi. How^, then, does the 
matter stand ? Since the action on the peculium is not available a 
utilis actio based on the action on tutela should be given against 
the master, so that what this man held as his property may be 
considered to be his peculium. 1. If a dos has been given to a 
filiusfamilias^ or he has adminstered a tutela^ account will have to 
be taken of the special priorities in the action on the peculium, a 
postponement being granted in the action of other creditors, or 
security taken if they who have no privilege sue first, that what 
they have received shall be refunded if action is afterwards 
brought against the father on the privileged claim. 

\ The same {Questions 11) If the peculium was not taken 
away from Stichus when he was freed, it is considered to have been 
granted : he cannot however sue debtors unless the rights of action 
have been transferred to him. 

L SciEVOLA (JResponsa 1) [A testator] gave to one amongst 
his heirs a prodegatum of lands as they were equipped, with the 
slaves : these slaves were debtors of the master. The question 
was asked, whether the action on the pemdium is available to the 
other heirs against him. His responsum was that it was not 
available. 

5 NBRATitrs {Be^onsa 1) He whom I was suing on the 

peculium was forcibly carried off by you : what was in the peeidium 
at the time when you forcibly carried him off is what must be taken 
into account. 

5 Paulus (on Neratius 2) What my slave has promised to 

me as a substituted debtor {eapromisit) for a debtor to me should 
be deducted from the peculium, and is none the less due from the 
debtor. But let us consider whether the debt of him for whom 

^ Words appear to have been omitted here or earHer in the text, indicating 
that the owner has not granted a pecvliufn to the slave in question. 
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the substituted f)romise was made should not be thought to 
^become a claim of the peadium. Paulus : certainly if when any- 
one sues on the pecidiwft, [the "master] wishes to deduct this, he 
makes the claim part of the pe&ulmm, , 

"» 

67 Tryphoniitus {Disprutatiom 8) If a son or a slave, in 
respect of whom an action limited to the pemtium has been 
brought, dies before the case is ended, that pectdhm will be taken 
into account which any one of them had when he died. 1. But 
Julianus writes that he who by his will directs that his slave is to be 
free, and leaves him the pecidium, is understood to leave him the 
pmdmm as at the time at which the libei'ty attaches to him, and, 
therefore, all increases of ike peculium, in whatever form, acquired 
before the inheritance is entered on, belong to the freedman. 
2. But if one leaves the pemdium of the slave to a third party, [he 
, holds] that the question turns on a conjectural inference as to the 
wish of the testator, and that the more probable view is, that that 
is left which is in the peculium at the time of the death, in the 
sense that whatever accessions there are to things in the peculium 
before the inheritance is entered on, such as children of female 
slaves and young of stock, are due, but such things as are given to 
the slave, or as he acquires by his labour, do not belong to the 
legatee. 

8 So.fflvOLA {Digest 5) [A testator] left to one amongst his 
heirs lands as they were equipped, with slaves and other things 
and whatever was there : these slaves were indebted to the master, 
as well in other matters as in respect of their periodical accounts. 
The question was asked whether the action on the pecuUum is 
available to the other heirs against him for the money owed by 
theno. His respomum was that it was not available. 


n. 


When the Action on the Psoolittm is limited to a Yeae. 

Ulmanus {on the Edict 29) The Praetor says : “After tbe 
death of him who was in the potestas of another, or after he has 
been emancipated, freed or alienated, I will give an action within 
one year from the time when action could first have been brought 
on the matter, to the extent of the peculium and so fer as anything 
has been done by the dolm mcdvs of him in whose potestas he 
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by which the peculium is lessened.” 1. So^'long as the slavQ 
or son is in potestas 4ihe action on the pecuLium is without limit of ^ 
time, but after his death, or after Jie has' been emancipated, freed 
or alienated, it becomeg limited in time, that is, to a year. 2. But 
the year will be reckoned so fare as ^ is available {utiUa), and 
therefore Julianus has said that if® the obligation is conditional, 
the year is to be reckoned®, not from the time when he was 
emancipated, but from that at which, the condition being satisfied, 
action could be brought. 3. It is with reason that the Praetor has 
made the action temporary in this case, for since the pec/idivm is 
extinguished by death or alienation, it sufficed that the obligation 
was prolonged to the extent of a year. 4. Alienation and manu- 
mission, however, apply to slaves, not to sons, but death applies to 
slaves as well as to sons, emancipation, indeed, only to a son. But, 
farther, if he ceases to be in ike potestas in some other way, without 
emancipation, the action will be limited to a year. Again, if the 
son becomes independent {sui iuris) by the death or deportation of 
the father, the heir of the father, or the Jisctis, will be liable to the 
action on the peoulium within the year. 5. In the case of alienation 
is certainly included a vendor, who is liable to an action on the 
peeulivm within the year : 6. but also if he has made a gift of 
the slave, or exchanged him, or given him as dowry, he is in the 
same position : 7. so too is the heir of one who has made a legacy 
of the slave, not with the peendium. For if he has either given him 
as a l^cy or directed that he is to be free, with the peculium, this 
has been the subject of discussion : and it seems to me to be the 
truer view that the action on the peeulivm ought not to be given 
either against the freedman or against him to whom the peeulivm 
was left. Then, is the heir liable ? And Csecilius says he is liable, 
because the peeulium is in the possession of him who has released 
himself from obligation by paying it over. But Pegasus holds that 
an undertaking should be given to the heir by him to whom the 
pecuUvm has been left, because the creditors come to him : thus if 
he hands it over without an undertaking he will be liable to be 
sued. 8. Where the heir is directed to transfer the inheritance, 
the slave and pecnMvm being retained, if he is sued on the 
peculium, he may not avail himself of the exceptio on the \8matm- 
cormiltmii\ Trebdliamm, as Marcellus, discussing the point, admits : 
but he to whom the inheritance is transferred is not liable, as 
Sceevola says, since he has not the peevMvm, and has not done 

* For eat veaAJkerit. Of. M. 


2 Omit M. ® Omit eas eo. M. 



441 


orr. n] > 'is limited to a Year 

anything with dhlm by which he is prevented from having ii 
9. Pomponius (b. 61) has said that, also, if a«usnfruct has ceased, 
the action should be given against the usufructuary within the 
year. 10. In a book of Labeo’s the question was discussed whether 
you should be allowed to sqe again when the error was discovered, 
if, when the son was alive you, thinking him dead, sued by the 
action limited to a year and were defeated by the exceptio, because 
the year had elapsed. And he says it should be permitted to the 
extent of the peGidium, but not also to what has been applied to 
[the defendant’s] concerns, for, in the earlier proceeding the cKtio 
de in rem verso was rightly brought, since the exeeptio based on 
the expiration of the year relates to the pecnMvm and not to what 
has been applied to his concerns. 

2 PATTLirs {on the Edict 30) Since, after the death of the 
fitmsfamiMas, there is an action against the father, limited to a 

' year, just as there was without any limit while the son was alive, 
therefore, if there was an action on the peGulium in a case of 
redhibitio, it will be for six months after the death of the son, 
and the same is to be said in the case of all other actions subject 
to a limi t of time. 1. If the slave to whom credit has been given 
is in the hands of the enemy, the action on the peaidium against 
the master is not to be limited by the year, so long as it is possible 
for him to return, with postliminium. 

3 PoMPONitJS {on Quintus Mudus 4) The conception of 
pe&uUvm has sometimes to be employed also if the slave has ceased 
to exist, and the Praetor gives an action on ^Aiepeeulium within the 
year. For in that case too, both accession and diminution are to be 
admitted, as of Shpecvdium (although by the death or manumission 
of the slave it has already ceased to be a peodium), so that there 
may be accession to it as to a pmdium, by fruits or the young of 
stock, and by children of female slaves, and diminution, as where 
an animal has died, or has been lost in any other way. 

III. 

On the a 0270 OE IN REM VERSO. 

1 UiiPiANUS (ore the Edict 29) If those who are ia the potestas 

of another have nothing in the pecidium, or have something, but 
not all that is due, those who hold them in potestas are liable if 
what was received has been applied to their concerns, the contract 
being considered to have been, as it were, made rather with them. 
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1. Nor does the action on application to his concerns {actio de 
rem verso) appear to he promised without useful effect as that on the ^ 
peeadmm would suffice, for Labeo .very rightly says, that it may be 
the case that the property has been applied- to [the master’s] 
purposes and also the action on thopeci^vm is not available. For 
what if the master has taken away the peoidium -without dohis 
modus ? What if the pemd^um is determined by the death of the 
slave and the available year {annus titills) is ended ? For the actio 
de in rem v&rso is perpetual and is available whether he has taken 
away [the pecidium) without dcdm malus, or the action on the 
peetdivm is ended by the [lapse of a] year. 2. In the same way, if 
several are proceeding on thejpe<»«Zmw, the facts ought to be to the 
advantage of him whose money has been applied to [the master’s] 
concerns so that he should have the more productive action. 
Certainly, if someone has stepped in first and proceeded on the 
pectMum, it must be considered whether the euitio de in rem verso » 
is barred. And Fomponius reports Julianus as holding that the 
actio de in rem verso is destroyed by the action on the peculnm 
(because what has been applied to the master’s concerns and paid 
on account of the slave has been embodied in the^ecijZmm just as 
if it had been paid to the slave himself by the master), but only in 
the case in which the master has paid over, under the action on the 
pe&ulium, what the slave had applied to his concerns ; otherwise, if 
he has not paid it over, the caitio de in rem verso remains. 

JAVOLBiTTrs {Extradsjrom Cassius 12) The actio de in rem 
verso cannot be brought against one who has freed a slave for 
money received, because, owing to his giving the liberty, he is not 
enriched by the moneys. 

Ulhantjs {on die Edict 29) However, if the slave gives to 
the master, that he may be freed, a sum of money that he has 
borrowed from me, this sum is not indeed to be reckoned in the 
peciMum, but there is considered to have been applied to his 
concerns any sum by which what the slave paid exceeds the value 
of the slave. 1. There is considered to have been application to the 
concerns of the master, if the slave applies to the master’s purposes 
the very thing which he has received (as where he has received wheat 
and has used it up as food for the master’s slaves), or if he pays, to a 
creditor of the master, moneys he has received from a lender (and, 
also, if he made a mistake in paying, and thought a man to be a 
creditor who was not, Fomponius says (b. 61) that this amounis to 
application to the master’s concei-ns, so far as the master has the right 
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tp recover it as ndt being due), or when the slave has engaged in a 
transaction with the view of carrying on or administering any aflfeir 
of the master’s (if, for instance, he- has borrowed„money in order that 
he may buy grain to feed the slaves or in ord,i. to provide them with 
clothing), or when, having borrowed for ^epe-.ulivm, he afterwards 
applies [the money] to the master's uses : for the rule of law is that 
there may be an actio de in rem verso eyen though he applies it at 
first to the peauMum and afterwards to his master’s affairs. 2. And 
we lay it down generally that there is an actio de in rem verso in 
those cases in which a proGurator would have an action on 
mcmdodvm, or one who had attended to business without authority 
would have an action on negotia gesta, and wherever the slave has 
consumed anything in order to improve property of the master or 
to prevent its deterioration. 3. Thus, if a slave has procured 
money in order to supply himself with food and clothes, according 
•to the practice of his master, that is, to the extent to which his 
master had been in the habit of providing for him, Labeo writes 
that he is considered to have applied it to his master’s concerns. 
Therefore it will be the same also in the case of a son. 4. But if, 
having borrowed money, he has decorated his master’s house with 
firesooes and various other things which contribute to luxury rather 
than utility, there is not considered to be [such] application, for a 
procurator could not have charged this, unless perhaps he had the 
mcmdatum or [express] wish of the master, nor ought the master to 
be burdened by reason of what he himself would not have done. 
What then is the result ? The master ought to allow the creditor 
to take these things away, that is, without injury to the house, lest 
the owner be compelled to sell the house in order to make good the 
amount by which it has been increased in value. 5. The same 
Labeo says that if a slave, having borrowed moneys fi’om me, lends 
them to another, the master is liable to the OiCtio de i/n rem verso, 
since he has acquired an obligatory right : Pomponius approves 
this opinion, provided he did not make it a debt to iihe peeidimn, 
but dealt with it as on his master’s account. 6. Labeo says that 
that also is applied to the master’s concerns, which the slave, having 
borrowed money, buys for the master, with his assent, as a provision 
for luxary, such as unguents, or anything he may have procured for 
pleasures or discreditable outlay : for we do not enquire whether 
what was consumed went to the good of the master, but whether it 
was in the master’s business. 7. Hence it is rightly said, also, that 
if a slave has acquired grain for feeding the master’s slaves and has 
put it in the master’s granary, and it has been destroyed or 
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spoUt or burnt, it is considered to have beefi applied [to thp 
master’s concerns]. , 8. And again, if he bought for his master 
a necessary slave, and he died, or put mp supports to a block of 
buildings and it fell d 9 wn, I should say that there was an actio de 
in rem verso. 9. But if he received i^ as intending to apply it to 
the master’s concerns, but did not, and deceived the creditor, it is 
not considered [so] applied, nor is the master liable, lest the 
credulity of the creditor prejudice the master or the cunning of the 
slave injm’e him. What, however, if he was a slave who was in the 
habit of applying what he received [to the master’s concerns]? 
Still I think this does not injure the master, if the slave received it 
with another intention, or if, having received it with this intention, 
he afterwards applied it in another way : the creditor ought, then, 
to take pains to see to what purpose it is applied. 10. If the slave 
has borrowed money to buy clothing, and the moneys are destroyed, 
which can bring the a/itio de in rem verso, the lender or the ' 
vendor ? I think, however, that if the price has in fact been paid, the 
lender will have the actio de in rem verso, even where the clothing 
has been destroyed, but if the price was not paid, but the money 
was given for this pmpose, that clothing should be bought, and the 
money is destroyed, but the clothing has been distributed to the 
slaves, the lender will certainly have the actio de in rem verso. 
But has not the vendor also [the action], since his goods have been 
applied to the master’s affairs? Beason requires that he should be 
liable, from which it follows that the master becomes liable to two 
persons on one transaction. Thus, again, if both the money and 
the clothing have perished, it will have to be said that the master is 
liable to both, since both intended to apply [the subject-matter] 
to the master’s concerns. 

Gaitjs (<m the provindcd Edict 9) But it shoidd be laid 
down that the position of the first comer should be the better, for 
it is unfair that the master should be condemned to both on the 
ground of application to his af^rs. 

Ulpianus ipn the Edict 29) If the slave buys things not 
required by the master, as if they were necessary, such as slaves, 
Pomponius says there is an application to the master’s concerns to 
the extent of the true value of the slaves, while, if he had bought 
things actually needed, the master would have been liable to the 
full amount at which they were sold. 1. The same writer says that 
whether the master ratifies the slave’s contract, or does not, the 
a^io de in rem verso lies. 2. An actio quod iusm lies for what the 
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slave bought for the master if he bought it at the actual wish of 
ihe master, but if it was not at his wish, but the master in fact 
ratified it, or, apart fi’om this, if he bought something necessary or 
advantageous to thfe master, there will be &Uf,aefio de in rem verso ; 
if, however, none of these was ttie case, there Tjill be an action on 
the peeuUwm. 3. It is held that not only that money is applied to 
the master’s concerns which passes imraediately from the lender to 
the master, but also that which was at first in the peGulium : this, 
however, is true in all cases in which the slave, managing an affair 
of the master’s, enriches him with money of the peeulivm. Other- 
wise, if the master takes away the pecndium from the slave, or sells 
him with the peGidium, or sells the things in the pecndium, and 
receives the price, this is not regarded as applied in the master’s 
concerns. 

6, Tryphoninus {Disputations 1) For, if this were true, he 
would be liable to the anstio de m rem verso, even before he sold 
the things in the peculium, because by the very fact that the slave 
had the things in the pecndium he was enriched, which is obviously 
&lse. 

7 Ulpiantts {on the Edict 29) And therefore, also, if the slave 
gives the master property of idie joecuMum, the actio de in rem verso 
will not be available : and these propositions are correct. 1. Cer- 
tainly, if the slave has borrowed money and pays it [to the master] 
with the intention of making a gift, where he does not wish to 
make him a debtor to the peculium, there is an actio de in rem 
verso. 2. That is not true which Mela says, that if you give silver 
to my slave, that he may make cups for you out of any silver he 
likes, and then, when the cups have been made, the slave dies, you 
have an actw de in rem verso against me, because I can bring a real 
action for the cups. 3. That is certainly true which Labeo says, 
that if the slave buys perfumes and unguents and devotes them to 
a funeral which concerned his master, there is considered to have 
been application to the master's concerns. 4. The same writer says 
that if I buy from your slave an inheritance which belonged to you, 
and I pay money to the creditors, and then you take this inheritance 
away fit)m me, I shall recover it from you by an action on purchase, 
for there is considered to have been application to your concerns : 
for, again, if I buy an inheritance from a slave, with the view of 
setting off what was due to me from the same slave, though I have 
paid nothing, yet I shall recover by the action on purchase what has 
goi^ to the profit of the master. I, however, do not think that the 
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buyer has an cbctio de in rem verso, unless the sl^ve acted with the 
intent of applying the proceeds to the master’s concerns. 5. If % 
Miiisfamilias, having borrowed money," gives it as dowry for his 
daughter, there is held to have been an application to [his] father’s 
concerns to the extent to which the grandfather was going to give 
[dowry] for the granddaughter. This opinion appears to me to be 
true only if he gave the money with the idea of acting in his fether’s 
business. 

Pattlus (on the Edict 30) And Pomponius says that it does 
not matter whether he gives it on behalf of his daughter or his sister 
or a granddaughter, issue of another son. We shall therefore say 
the same also if a slave has borrowed money, and given it by way 
of dowry, on account of his master’s daughter. 

jAVOiiENtrs (Extracts from Cassius 12) If indeed the fiither, 
was not going to give a dowry, there is not considered to have been 
an application to the father’s concerns. 

Ulpianus (on the Edict 29) If a son has become guarantor 
for the father and has paid the creditor, there is considered to have 
been application to the fether’s concerns, since he freed his father 
from obligation. 1. Similar to this is what Papinianus writes 
(Questions b. 9) : if a son has undertaken litigation on behalf of 
his father as voluntary defendant (def&nsor), and has been con- 
demned, the father is liable to the oustio de in rem verso, for, indeed, 
the son has released him by undertaking the litigation. 2. Papi- 
nianns further deals with the case in which I have made a 
stipulation with the son for what the fether owed, and then sued 
the son; for, here also, there will be an actio de in rem verso, 
unless the son, in binding himself, desired to make a gift to 
the fether. 3. Accordingly it may be said, also, that if he under- 
takes litigation on ^epeeulium, as voluntary defendant, on behalf 
of his fether, the father will be liable to the actio de m rem verso, 
to the extent of the peculium, the advantage of which conclusion 
win be this, that if the action on ^epecuUvm is ended, he may be 
sued by the actio de in rem verso. I think that the father is liable 
to the actio de im rem verso even before condemnation, when issue 
has been joined in the action undertaken on the fether’s account. 
4. But there is considered to be application to the father’s concerns, 
so fej as anything has been [so] applied, and therefore if part has 
been applied, the action will lie for that part. 5. But will the 
master be liable only for the principal, or also for interest ? ^ere 
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if [the slave] prrttnised interest, Marcellus says {Digest b. 5) that 
the master must make it good, but if it was .not promised it will 
'certainly not be due, becajise it ^pas not included in the stipulation. 
Clearly, if I, having the master in mind, have given money to a 
slave who was not administering., an affair of his master’s, but being 
myself administering it, I shall be able to sue for interest too, by 
the action on voluntary agency {negotiq gestci). 6. Applied [to the 
master’s concerns] we must understand to mean, continuing to be 
[so] applied, and thus the actio de in rem verso lies only if the 
money has not been paid by the master to the slave or the son. 
If, however, it has been paid, to the destruction of the creditor’s 
interests, that is, has been paid to the son or the slave who was 
likely to lose it, since ^ it has been paid, the application has ceased 
indeed, but it is most just that the action on dol^ts modus should 
be available against the father or master; for a debtor to the 
peetdimn, also, is not released if he pays to the slave, fraudulently, 
what he owed him. 7. If the slave is a debtor of the master, and, 
having borrowed fr’om a third person, pays him, to the extent to 
which he is in debt to the master he is not applying it [to his 
concerns], but as to what is in excess, he is [so] applying it Thus, 
if, when he owed the master 30 , having borrowed 40 , he paid it to 
his creditor, or expended it on the establishment, we shall have to 
say that the actio de in rem verso lies for 10, but^ if he owes the 
same amount, then nothing is considered to have been [so] applied. 
For, as Pomponius says, the principle is that relief is given against 
profit to the master, and therefore, if he was a debtor to the master 
when he applied property to his concerns, it is considered that 
nothing has been applied ; if, again, he became a debtor to the 
master afterwards, it ceases to be so applied, and the case wiU be 
the same, if [the master] pays it to him. He says, further, that if 
the master makes him a gift of an amount equal to what he paid 
the creditor for him, if this was by way of reward there is considered 
to have been no application to the master’s concerns ; if however he 
gave it to him in any other way, the application still exists. 8. The 
same writer discusses this point : if he applied 10 to his master’s 
purposes, and afterwards borrowed the same sum fr’om his master, 
and ha4 a pe&ulium of 10 besides this, we must consider, he says, 
has the application to the master’s concerns ceased? Or are we, in 
truth, not to take away the actio de in rem verso, since there is 
pecrdium fix)m which the debt can be taken ? Or should we rather 
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deduct from each proportionately? I, howeve*, think that the 

actio de in rem veraq is destroyed, since he has become a debtor 
to the master. 9. The same Writer also asks whether, if he has' 
applied property to your concerns, and has become your debtor, 
and then your creditor, for the same amount as he owed you, the 
a^tio de in rem verso revives, or whether it cannot be rehabilitated 
through subsequent events^ And this is the true view. 10. The 
same writer deals with the question whether a son can apply 
property to the father’s concerns, according to the event, for instance, 
if the father and son are co-debtors, and the son, having borrowed 
money, pays it on his own account, or if you have lent money to 
the son with the authorisation of the father, and the son has paid 
you the debt It appears to me that if the money had in feet come 
into the father’s hands, there will be considered to have been 
application to his concerns : if, however, this was not so, and the 
son paid, as dealing with his own business, there is no a,ctio de in , 
rem verso. 

Paulits {on the Edict 30) What a slave has borrowed for 
this purpose, that he may pay it to his own creditor, will not be 
applied to the master’s concerns, although the master is freed from 
an action on the peeuM/wm. 

Gaicts {on the provincied Edict 9) If a filvu^amUim or 
^ve buys land for tlie fether or master, this is indeed considered 
to be application [to his concerns], but in the sense that, if it was 
worth less than what it was bought for, so much is considered to 
have been applied to [his] concerns as it is worth : if, however, it 
is worth more, only so much as it was bought for is considered to 
have been applied to [his] concerns. 

Ulpianus {on die Edict 29) If there has been application 
to the concerns of one of [two] masters, the question arises whether 
he alone, to whose concerns the thing was applied, can be sued, or 
also his partner. And Julianus says that he alone is to be sued to 
whose concerns it was applied, as in the case in which he alone 
authorised the contract : which opinion I think to be correct. 

JtJiiiANUS {Digest 11) Note by MarceUus : Sometimes,*too, the 
adio de in rem verso may be brought against one co-owner, 
by reason of the fact that there has been application to the 
concerns of the other, and when he has been sued he can recover 
from his partner that in respect of which he has been condemned : 
for what shall we say if the peaulivm is taken away from the sla^e by 
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.one ownef ? P&ulus : accordingly this question is thus settled if 
there can be no action on the peaulium. 

10 Ulpiantts {Dwp^oMons S) If a JUi'JsfamUias has made 
a comtitwtvm of what the father owed,- it must be considered 
whether the actio de in rem verso ought to b® given. He did not 
however release the father, for he who makes a eonstitidvm binds 
himself indeed, but does not, in poinh of fact, free the fether. Of 
course, if he pays after making the eonstitutvm, though he may be 
considered to have paid on his own account, that is, by reason of 
his having made a consfitiitum, he will nevertheless be rightly said 
to have applied property to the father’s concerns. 

16 Alpectcts {Digest 2) A man let out a field, for cultivation, 
to his slave, and had given him oxen. As these oxen were unfit, 
he had given authority for these to be sold and others again 

, provided with the money received : the slave had sold the oxen, 
had bought others, had not paid the moneys to the vendor, 
and had afterwards become insolvent. He who had sold the 
oxen claimed the money from the master, by an action on 
the peouM/um and for money applied to concerns of the master, 
as the oxen on account of which the money was claimed were 
in the master’s hands. The responmm was, that there was not 
considered to be any pecudium, except what might be left over 
after deduction of what the slave owed to the master, that it 
appeared to him that the oxen were indeed applied to the master’s 
concerns, but that he had paid on that account what the first 
oxen had been sold for : to whatever extent the later oxen were 
worth more money, to this the master ought to be condemned. 

17 Abbicanus {Questions 8) A slave, having borrowed money 
for the master’s purposes, lost it without negligence : the jurist 
held that notwithstanding this an actio de in rem verso could be 
brought against the master. For, so too, if my procurator, when 
about to expend money in my business, having borrowed money, 
lost it without negligence, he could properly proceed on account of 
it [against me], by the action on mandatum or that on negotia 
gesta, 1. I made a contract with Stichus, the underslave of your 
slave* Pamphilus: the action on the peeuUvm and for properly 
applied to your concerns ought to be given in such a way as to 
cover whatever has been applied to your own af^iirs or to the 
pecvliAmi of Pamphilus, that is to say, even though the action is 
brought when Stichus has died or been alienated. If however I sue 
after the death of Pamphilus, the better view is that, though 
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tichus is still alive, nevertheless, in respect of that- which has been, 
pplied to the pecftdivjn, of Pamphilus, the action ought not to be 
iven except within ope year from the time at which he died, for I 
lay be considered to be then suing, in a sense, on the pecnMum of 
'amphilus, as in the case in which .1 sue for what I lent with his 
athorisation, IS'or 'ought the feet to affect us that Stichus, on 
hose pecvlvmi the action js brought, is alive, since this thing 
mnot be in \mpeeidmm, unless the peeidiwn of Pamphilus still 
xists. The same principle will give the result, that we must say 
lat what has been applied to ihepeevdvim of Pamphilus, must be 
lade good, in the sense that a deduction is first made of what 
'amphilus owes you, but what has been applied actually to your 
oncems will be made good even without any deduction for what 
'amphilus owes you. 

Neratitjs (Menibrams 7) Although you have become 
uarantor for my slave in a matter which was undertaken with 

view to application to my concerns^ (for instance, if, where 

slave had bought grain for the maintenance of the slaves, you 
ave a guaranty to the vendor of the grain), yet it is the more 
easonable view that you may have an action on the peoiMvm on 
hat account, but not the mtio de in rem verso, so that in any 
ontract there shall be an actio de in rem verso only on the part of 
he one person who advanced the very thing which has been applied 
0 the master’s purposes. 

Paultjs {Questions 4) KJUimfamilias bought a togax after- 
ifards, he having died, the father, in ignorance, and supposing it to 
le his own, applied it to the purposes of his funeral rites. Neratius 
ays {Be^oma) that this is considered to be application to the 
ather’s concerns, but that, in the action on the peevdwm, what is 
lon-existent ought to be reckoned in one case, where this results from 
he dolus malm of the person against whom the action is brought, 
lowever, if the fether was under an obligation to buy a toga for 
he son, it was applied to the father’s concerns, not now, when it is 
ised in the funeral, but then when he bought it (for the funeral of 
he son is a debt of the fiither, and Neratius, also, who thought the 
ather liable to the cbotio de in rem verso, declared this transaction, 
hat is the burial and funeral ceremonies of the son, to be a debt of 
he fiither, not of the son) : he has therefore become a debtor to the 
yecsMwn, though the thing does not exist, so that he can be sued 
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,on th*e peffdivjn^ in which action account is also taken of what has 
^en applied to the master’s concerns ; which additional clause 
is however needed, when a year 'has elapsed since the death of 
the son, 

' Sc,®voiiA {Re^onsa 1) A father promised a dowry for his 
daughter, and agreed that he would maintain the daughter : as the 
father did not make this good, the daughter borrowed money from 
her husband, and she died married. I gave the responsmn : if what 
was lent was expended on things without which she could not take 
care of herself, or maintain the slaves of the father, an actio utiUs 
de in rem verso ought to be given, 1. The slave of one who was 
absent on state service lent money to the slaves of a ward, the tvior 
endorsing the memorandum of stipulation, which stated the tutor 
as the contracting party : the question was asked whether an action 
was available against the ward. I gave the responsum : if, having 
been given for the purposes of the ward, it was applied to his 
purposes, although^ for the better confirmation of the act of the 
slaves, the tutor promised, it may nevertheless be said that there 
will be an actio de in re/m verso against the ward. 

The same {Digest 6) A man married o. JiliafamUias, the 
father promising a dowry, and it was agreed between all parties 
that either the father or she herself should bear the cost of her 
maintenance: the husband lent her money, reasonably thinking 
that the fether would give an allowance equal to what he had 
arranged to give his daughter: she employed these moneys in 
necessary purposes for herself, and on the slaves she had with her, 
and (his domestic affairs being entrusted to her) she applied a 
certain amount of her husband’s money to the same purposes ; 
thereafter, before the father has paid all the allowance, the 
daughter dies ; the father repudiates the expenditure : the husband 
keeps possession of the property of the wife. I ask whether the 
ocfe'o de in rem verso lies against the father. The respcmmm was : 
if what was lent was spent on things without which she could not 
take care of herself or maintain the slaves of the fiitber, an actio 
utOAs de in rem verso ought to be given. 
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Ou THE Aotio *qmD tussu. 

UEPiAUtrs {on the *Ediet 29), Upon authorisation by the 
ister an action is* very properly given against him in full, for, 
a sense, the contract i| made with him who authorises it 
Authorisation is however to be understood, whether one gives it 
th witness, or by letter, or by words, or by messenger, and 
lether it was specially for one contract or in general terms : and 
erefore also, if one has made a declaration, in such a form as 
is : “ do what business you will with my slave Stichus at my risk,” 
! is considered to have given sanction for everything, unless an 
[press declaration prohibits something. 2. But I ask whether he 
XL revoke this authorisation before the obligation is incurred, and 
think he can, just as if he had given a mandatum, and afterwards, 
jfore the contract was made, had, changing his mind, revoked the 
cmdatum and notified me. 3. So, too, if the father or master has 
ven a mandatvm he is considered to have authorised. 4. And, 
fain, if the master has endorsed the slave’s memorandum of agree- 
ent, he is liable to the actio quod iusm. 6. How then, if he he- 
mes guarantor for the slave ? Marcellus says that he is not liable 
) the actio quod imm, for he intervened in the transaction as a 
lird party ; and he does not say this because the master is liable on 
ve ground of guaranty, but because to authorise {M&re) is one 
ling, and to guarantee (Jideivbere) is another : the same authority 
oes on to say that, even though his guaranty is invalid, yet he is not 
able as having authorised, and this is the truer opinion. 6. If one 
as ratified what a slave of his or a son has done in the way of 
usiness, the actio quod iussu lies against him. 7. If a ward, who 
) owner, gives authorisation, he is certainly not liable unless he 
nthorised with the sanction of the tutor. 8. If a contract with the 
lave is made with the authorisation of the usufructuary, or, again, 
nth that of one to whom, in good faith, he is acting as slave, 
laraeUus thinks the aotio quod imm should be given against him, 
nd I also approve this opinion. 9. If a contract with a slave is 
aade with the authorisation of the curator of a minor, or of a lunatic, 
ir of a spendthrift, Labeo thinks the aotio quod imm should be 
pLven against those whose slave he was : the same holds in the 
lase of an actual procurator. But if he is not an wAsialprocurator, 
he same Labeo says that an action should rather be given against 
dm himself. 
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2 ^ PAfjLTJS^OTi the Edict 30) If a loan is* made to the slave of 

ward, with the authorisation of the tutoTy I think that if the loan 
Vas to the advantage of the ward^ an action should be given against 
the ward, ^^quod iussit tutor, 1. If a loan is made with the 
authorisation of the master of a female slave, or with that of the 
father of a girl, the actio quod iussu should be"given against him. 
2. If, with my authorisation, a contract is made with a third person’s 
slave, and I afterwards buy him, I shall not be liable to the actio 
quod iussuy lest an action which was at the outset without effect, be 
validated by the course of circumstances. 

3 Ulpiaijtus {Responsa 2) A master who has authorised the 
loan of money to his slave, at six per cent, interest, is liable to the 
extent to which he has authorised, and an obligation of pledge does 
not attach to those lands which a slave has bound without the 
consent of his master. 

• 

^ The same (on fhe Edict 10) If a transaction is effected 
with the slave of a city, on the authorisation of the person ap- 
pointed to the administration of the afiairs of the city, Pomponius 
says that an actio quod iussu can be brought against him. 

5 Paulus (on Plmitius 4) If a father, or master, being about 
to receive a loan of money, gives authorisation for it to be paid to 
a son or to a slave, there is no question but that the condictio can be 
brought against him himself; certainly in this case the aatio quod 
iussu is not available. 1. If one of the masters of a slave authorised 
the making of a contract with him, he alone will be liable, but if 
two gave the authority, the action can be brought against either of 
them for the whole, because they ai’e similar to two persons who 
have given a mandatmm. 
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